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PREFACE 


T his work does not pretend to be a full>dimensioned 
study of Jewish experience during America’s colonial 
age, although I am glad that a liberal proportion. of that 
story has found its way into my pages. My main consider- 
ation has been the interaction of Jewish forces with the 
early American scene as manifested in the expanding 
rights of the Jewish minority and in the growing recog- 
nition that Jews were men who might aspire to full civic 
equality. This theme has tremendous meaning in the 
unfolding of Jewish history and in the upbuilding of the 
democratic principle as we know it today. It serves fit- 
tingly as an American overture. 

Now that the typescript has been transformed into a 
book, I think humbly of the words used by the grandson of 
Ben Sira when he presented his forebear’s work to a Hellen- 
istic public. ‘‘Ye are entreated, therefore,” he wrote, “to 
make your perusal with favor and attention, and to be 
indulgent if in any parts of what we have laboured to 
interpret we may seem to fail in some of the phrases.” 

A list of individuals and libraries to whom I owe a debt 
of gratitude for aid offered and hospitality extended would 
exhaust the patience of readers. It would be churlish, 
however, not to thank by name a few of those who showed 
me great kindness. 
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Dr. Abram L. Sachar, National Director of the B’nai 
B’rith Hillel Foundations, first suggested the subject 1 
have treated. I have received valued guidance fix>m Dr. 
Eugene C. Barker imder whom I worked at the University 
of Texas. Others who afiForded me needed assistance were 
Mr. Lee M. Friedman of Boston, Mrs. Caroline Greenfield 
of New York, Miss Elena Greenfield of Mobile, Dr. 
Marcus Jem^n of the University of Chicago, Dr. Jacob 
R. Marcus of the Hebrew Union Collie, Dr. Rollin G. 
Osterweis of Yale University, Dr. Cecil Roth of London, 
and Mr. Raphael Semmes of the Maryland IBstorical 
Society. 

1 have enjoyed special courtesies at the hands of the 
librarians of the following institutions: the Harvard 
University Library of Cambridge; the Essex Institute of 
Salem; the Department of State of the State of Rhode 
Island and the John Carter Brown Library of Providence; 
the Newport Historical Society; the Connecticut State 
Library of Hartford; the New York Public Library and 
the American Jewish Historical Society of New York; 
the Geoi^a State Archives, Atlanta; the University of 
Texas Library, Austin; the Clements Library of the 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor; the University of 
Chicago Library and the Newberry Library, Chicago; 
and the Wisconsin Historical Society Library, Madison. 

I omit here reference to individuals and institutions 
through whose courtesies the illustrations accompanjdng 
my text have been reproduced. Due acknowledgment will 
be found elsewhere in the volume. 
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I am particularly obligated to the congr^ations at 
Austin and Davenport for permitting me to rummage 
through library stacks far from home during my summers. 
A word of thanks is also due Dr. Henry Hurwitz who 
printed the sections dealing with New York and Massa- 
chusetts in the Menorah “Joumal. Nor should I overlook 
the Gjlonial Dames of Texas for their encouragement 
«q>ressed in a generous grant while I was preparing this 
work. 


Davenport, 
June 1, 1947. 


A.V.G. 
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CHAPTER I 


HOW A THOUSAND MEN AND WOMEN 
MADE HISTORY 

T he United States has close to five million Jews today. 

Many of them are newcomers of the first and second 
generation, refugees from the fires of hate which burn in 
contemporary Europe. Their hearts thrill with the prom- 
ise of liberty and hope extended to them by the Mother 
of Exiles, holding high her lamp beside the golden door. 

But the Jew as such is no newcomer in America. He 
can look backward over a career of three centuries. 
Musty Dutch manuscripts from the seventeenth century, 
browned and ancient documents of the Public Record 
Office in London that have survived the fires of robot 
and blitz, testify to the early arrival of Jews in this coun- 
try during the seventeenth century and to their struggle 
for recognition in those far-off days before religious free- 
dom had become the birthright of every American. 

^ These Tews j oined the hosts that crowded ships sailing 

f rom E urope in the days when a voyage was adventure. 
A long procession of vessels ploughed the Atlantic, with 
their cramped cargoes of suffering humanity ready to 
endure unimaginable hardships, on the long voyage over, 
in the hope that the New World would grant them a bet- 
ter life in a better land. 
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Tliese newcomers from all lands and nations travelled 
with scanty impedimenta; yet they were carriers of a 
tangle of beliefs and skills and knowledge that constituted 
the cultural pattern of Europe. They brought with them 
a heritage of centuries of civilized living, of art and sci- 
ence and faith. But also in their spiritual luggage they 
transported a burden of ignorance, superstition, hatred 
and bigotry. 

When they arrived on the American scene they were 
Europ eans — BntoosJnjtbp main — whose first impulse 
was to continue with the same institutions they had 
known in the world they forswore. Oddly enough, the 
transplanted forms underwent a process of mutation once 
they had taken root in the new soil. As each passing 
generation noted, American ways grew more and more 
distinct from their European archetypes, so that there 
emerged on the edge of the wilderness a peculiarly Ameri- 
can outlook and social philosophy. The catalysts which 
produced the new system cannot be readily identified, 
but one may say with assurance that both isolation from 
the forces at work in Europe and the proximity of the 
egalitarian frontier played a part. 

Nowhere does the difference between the old way and 
the new appear more clearly than in the changing status 
of the Jews in the American colonies during the years 
they were traveling towards their destined independence. 
The experience of the Jews turned out to be the great 
confirmation of the American spirit, the testing of its 
values. Although not numerous even in terms of the 
sparse population of the eighteenth century, they none 
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the less have significance for us. After all, the minute 
contents of a test tube may be a clue to the mysterious 
processes of our universe. 

It is salutary to stress the fact that Jews were rare in 
the thirteen colonies. Otherwise author or reader might 
overemphasize the waght they carried. Despite th^ 
roseate estimates of some Jewish writers on the subject, 
it is safe to say there were never more than one thousand 
Jews living among the three million and more inhabi- 
tants of the colonies. The Newport community in its 
heyday totaled at most one hvmdred and fifty to one hun- 
dred and seventy-five Jews.^ Perhaps New York had as 
many, or more. Philadelphia, Charleston and Savannah 
were certjunly smaller communities. Even when com- 
bining their Jevnsh populations with the lonely groups 
in the back country, we still are far from an impressive 
total. 

Yet this handful of Jews were not only the measure of 
the expanding spirit of a nation, they were also important ‘ 
as the forerunners of modem American Israel, the most 
fortunate and well placed Jevish group that all the mil- 
lennia of a people’s checkered history have witnessed. 
Their lot was a portent of the future growth of American 
Jewry, the promise of equality under the protective ban- 
ner of the Stars and Stripes. 

There was also a third facet in the Jewish experience 
in colonial times to lend it significance. As part of Israel’s 
ancient story, t he thou sa nd Jews in colonial Amerifa 
were witness to the initial steps towards world-wide 
emancipation. When a Jew voted in New York, when 



4 


AMERICAN OVERTURE 


ranother was elected to office in South Carolina, the origi- 
nal blows were struck in loosing the shackles of a people. 
It was the first intimation of a chapter of freedom for the 
Jews of the western world, a chapter so tragically inter- 
rupted by the irruption of Nazidom. In terms of Jewry’s 
and mankind’s reaching for liberty, the struggle of Amer- 
ica’s early Jews has global significance. 

The story of Jewish rights in the various colonies is a 
tale in itself. The difficulties they had to surmount, the 
vestigial bigotry they must overcome in order to live, to 
worship God, and earn a livelihood there, had dramatic 
force. Sometimes our tale includes other aspects of their 
lives; all too briefly does it turn the spotlight on arresting 
personalities. 

The Jews, who were early arrivals in the New World, 
had long been stock figures in the theater of European 
life. The conventional portrayal of the day misrepre- 
sented the people whose lips had been burned by the coals 
of prophecy, whose spirit hid been tempered in the fires 
of persecution. Europe looked on the Jew as a mysterious 
paradox who, in “committing the greatest crime of his- 
tory,” blessed Christianity vath the blood of atonement — 
after which he was fated by God to wander to and iro 
upon the earth, accursed. The Jews occupied the posi- 
tion of permanent aliens, inhabiting a country but having 
no part in it. They were thought of as dirty and sly, 
tricky and dishonest, Satan’s apprentices rather than 
normal human beings. 

At the best, Jews were suffered. Nowhere did they 
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enjoy the full rights of butchers and freemen, although 
it must be admitted that they were better off than the 
bulk of the population who belonged to the peasantry. 
Many occupations were closed to them. They were bur- 
dened by taxes levied upon them alone and by onerous 
restrictions such as those preventing them from owning 
real property. Frequent insults included special oaths 
under degrading conditions which were required of Jews, 
as the usual formula was not considered sufficiendy com- 
pelling. On occasion they encountered the ftuy of the 
mob and the death of martyrs. 

^pr^centuries England gave Jews no official recc^ni- 
tion. Since the time of their expulsion from the kingdom, 
^unng the reign of Edward I, they had been forbidden 
to set foot in Britain. Even when England was rendered 
free of Jews, old folk notions clung to the soil. The cult 
of litde St. Hugh of Lincoln, with its ritual murder 
quality, flourished. The unhappy boy was commemorated 
in the Canterbury Tales, and his relics in the cathedral of 
Lincoln were credited with miracles.* Marlowe’s Jew of 
Malta, and the detestable Jew that Shakespeare drew, 
were intended to satisfy the appetite of the populace for 
spiced novelties. 

At. die time when Jews were beating against the gates 
of England for readmission, they were already making 
their way into the colonies. Accordingly, two attitudes 
towards them grew up in Westminster — one concerning 
their status in Great Britain and the other overseas. 

In England, the problem of the Jew’s status became a 
matter of concern during the days of the Commonwealth, 
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when a group of London Marranos reverted to Judaism. 
Though Jews were expressly forbidden to live in England, 
Cromwell, as the historian Cecil Roth describes it, fol- 
lowed an oblique policy: he connived at the settlement 
of the Jews without formally authorizing it.* Formal 
recognition of their right to reside and trade came at the 
hands of the Restoration monarch, Charles II.* 

The Jews of England must have considered their lot 
fortunate when compared with conditions on the Conti- 
nent. They were not penned in ghettos and, except for 
a very brief period from 1689 to 1691,* they were not 
made victims of special taxation. The crown was generous 
in issuing patents of endenization* and court procedure 
did not require the special Jew’s oath of witnesses.* 

Existence in Britain was none the less accompanied 
by a certain insecurity, as when almost half of the mem- 
bers of the London community were arrested in 1685 for 
failure to attend church.* Another stumbling block to 
the peace of many of them was the prejudice against 
their participation in foreign trade. Jews were excluded 
from mercantile organizations; they suffered disabilities 
as aliens when they sought a share in overseas commerce. 
More of the latter shordy. 

Probably the most unhappy experience of English 
Jewry came a century after their return, with the furore 
over the Naturalization Act of 1753. As we shall presendy 
see, foreign Jews were naturalized without difficulty in 
the overseas possessions. Now Parliament attempted to 
do the same thing at home by permitting Jewish aliens 
to be naturalized without submitting to the sacrament 
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of the Lord’s Supper. The bill had passed both the House 
of Lords and the House of Commons with little or no dif- 
ficulty, when the tumult was unleashed. Pamphleteers, 
politicians and rabble, all joined in a storm of defamation 
and menace against the Jews who were denounced as the 
future masters of a Britain betrayed. So charged was the 
atmosphere that the Archbishop of Canterbury antici- 
pated a massacre. Because of the prevailing frenzy, the 
act was repealed.* 

Both in Great Britain and its colonies Jewish life was 
to a large degree shaped by the dominance of the mer- 
cantile philosophy of trade. The Navigation Acts of 1660 
and subsequent years, sometimes called the Acts of Trade, 
expressed the spirit of the age. They aimed to advance 
the welfare of the homeland at the expense of foreign 
countries and even at the cost of their own colonies. 
They produced a congeries of regulations which sought 
to control trade in all its aspects. 

As litde English money as possible must find its way 
abroad through the agency of foreign goods or foreign 
carriers. Ships must be English owned and English 
manned (no more than one fourth of their crews being 
aliens). No foreign merchants might trade in the colonies 
until they had been naturalized or ^ven the rights of 
free denizens. According to English law, therefore, the 
Jews were forbidden to engage in commerce because of 
their foreign origin. 

It was through no oversight that Jews suffered from 
the Acts of Trade. Follow the Navigation Act of 1663 
as it passed through the committee sessions and public 
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leadings in the House of Commons, if you will. During 
the earlier steps it was described as a proposal “to pre- 
vent Encroachments in Trade by the yewsy Frenchy and 
other Foreigners.”** Not until the second reading was 
the measure called, disingenuously, “a Bill for the Ad- 
vancement of Trade.”** 

There was definite hostility to the entry of Jewish 
competition in the field of foreign and colonial trade, an 
antagonism which was displayed in certain circles both 
in England and the American settlements. One of the 
arguments marshaled against Jews was the fact that the 
international family connections they enjoyed gave them 
an undue advantage over run-of-the-mill British traders. 
In the West Indies it is striking to note how, when the 
merchants protested against the operations of the “subtle” 
Jews, the local planters insisted that they required Jew- 
ish participation in business to avoid becoming the vic- 
tims of the extortionate prices which the English dealers 
demanded.** 

Fortunate were the Jews who became denizens through 
an inferior form of naturalization; for then they were in 
a position to carry on their business in peace. We know 
that, as early as 1661, three Jews, with testimonials of 
high esteem from the king of Denmark and good reputa- 
tions in Barbados, received a spedal license to live in any 
colony.** , 

Other Jews also got permission to sojourn and traffic 
in the West Indies until they became important elements 
in the economics of Jamaica and Barbados. Hiese two 
inlands boasted the outstanding Jevrish conununiries of 
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the New World, overshadowing the settlements on the 
mainland. Today perhaps their annals of two and three 
centuries ago seem trivial in the light of the subsequent 
expansion of the Jewish community in the United States, 
but in colonial times, when the British government con- 
sidered its Jewish subjects in America, it looked upon 
them primarily in terms of those in the West Indies. 

Any picture of the Jewish communities of Barbados 
and Jamaica brings out striking contrasts with Jewish 
experience along the American seaboard. They ordered 
things differently in New York than in Kingston. Why.? 
Why was the Caribbean story one of persecution, dis- 
crimination and bitterness, while on the mainland these 
heartaches were brushed away with relative ease? As 
we study the Jewish disabilities which persisted over a 
long period in Jamaica and Barbados, the story resounds 
again and again with echoes from the Judengassen of 
Europe. 

Barbados until 1786 would not admit Jewish testi- 
mony in court when Christians were involved, unless 
matters of trade were at issue.“ The very presence of 
Jews was regarded as “inconsistent with the safety” of 
the island.'* Distrust of them and fear of slave insurrec- 
tion were reflected in the law of 1688 forbidding Jews to 
keep Negro men and boys as slaves." Another time Jews 
were not allowed white Christian indentured servants 
and were forced to rely on their own impoverished co- 
religionists for whatever labor was required.'* 

-Conditions in Jamaica were possibly worse. Jews there 
were accused of inciting the slaves to rob their masters 
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SO that the Jewish merchants could buy stolen goods.** 
Legislation lumped them in the same category as Negroes 
and Indians.** By the law of 1703 they might not own 
indentured servants or slaves, under a penalty of five 
hundred pounds, but they might hire white Christians.** 
In the West Indies there was special taxation levied 
against Jewish merchants and planters. This was parti- 
cularly true in Jamaica, where the Jews were saddled 
vnth an annual tax of one thousand pounds, which dis- 
criminatory impost they bitterly resented. They appealed 
to the king against this cruel injustice, with the result 
that Jamaica had to abandon such easy revenue in 1741 
despite the vehement protest of its assembly.** 

As the years passed. Parliament came to recognize that 
the Jews in the far-off colonies were fulfilling a valuable 
function in promoting the growth of empire. Accord- 
ingly, when a bill to naturalize foreign Protestants in the 
colonies in America was being prepared in 1740, it also 
included similar provisions for the naturalization of Jew- 
ish aliens. This legislation opened the gates to all foreign 
Protestants and Jews who had been living seven years 
in continuous residence overseas.** 

In order to bar Catholics from the benefits of the act, 
it obliged applicants to receive the sacrament of the 
Lord’s Supper in a Protestant church less than three 
months before they took their oath of allegiance.** Of 
course, such a practice would also have excluded Jews, 
but, since Jews were welcome and Catholics were not, 
special exemptions were provided for the former. Not 
only were followers of the Jewish religion excused fix>m 
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communion, but when taking the oath, they were allowed 
to omit the significant words, “upon the true Faith of 
a Christian.”** 

By 1753 some two hundred Jews had been naturalized, 
the majority in Jamaica. Although similar legislation 
for Great Britain was repealed by popular demand, the 
attempt to do away with the colonial system of naturali- 
zation was defeated in Parliament by a vote of 208 to 
88.** It worked too well in the colonies. Even the most 
parochial-minded, fox-hunting member of the House of 
Commons now recognized that England’s and America’s 
interests were different in many spheres. A new society 
was growing up beyond the seas. 

This period of colonial settlement was an era of gesta- 
tion. In preparation for the birth of American fi-eedom, 
new forms were being molded and the fate of the handful 
of scattered Jews was rich in significance for the morrow. 
Their drama was an American overture with a largo 
movement at the first, but with a closing section that was 
sprightly allegro. It was rich in promise of the America 
that was to be. 



CHAPTER II 


JEWISH RIGHTS IN THE PURITAN CANAAN 

T he mind of the New England Puritan was peculiar. 

It has proved an object of despair to friends and a 
source of amazement and consternation to enemies. But 
though it has been analyzed and atomized, it still remains 
a mystery. 

Undoubtedly, one of the chief factors in creating the 
Puritan type was the effort of the leaders of the Massa> 
chusetts Bay theocracy to transpose their image of the 
Palestine of ancient times to the shores of New England. 
The Bible was their guide and Moses was their lawgiver. 
The learning of the seventeenth century and the spirit of 
classical Israel were accordingly combined in a blend 
which was both strange and new. 

The ancient Hebrew passion for learning was there. 
It gave rise to a Harvard College only a few short years 
after the first settlements had been made along the shores 
of Massachusetts Bay. The respect for God’s word de- 
manded the use of the original Hebrew text in order to 
illumine the finished resonances of the King James ver- 
sion of the Bible. As a result, the vineyard on the banks 
of the Charles became a proving ground for ministers, 
where they were required to learn the language which 
the prophets spake. 
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In his Study on the Harvard of the seventeenth cen- 
tury, Professor Samuel Morison makes the assertion that 
“the most distinctive feature of the Harvard curriculum 
was the emphasis on Hebrew and kindred languages.”^ 
It is significant that such studies were unknown in the 
British universities of the day;* but, as Professor Morison 
has said, the Puritans, now boasting a state of their own, 
were in a position to satisfy their “repressed desire for 
more and better Hebrew.”* 

The ministers of the colony were much concerned with 
Jewish lore. The disappearance of the ten “lost tribes” 
of Israel was to them not an event in remote antiquity, 
but a current issue, and they sought hungrily for evi- 
dences that would identify the Indians of their day with 
the missing Jews. To such a degree was John Eliot stirred 
by the hope of redeeming the rejected Israelites, that he 
became the apostle to the Indians and translated the 
Bible into their tongue.* 

When the learned Cotton Mather came to describe 
the witchcraft hysteria that had prevailed in Salem, he 
introduced his story with a reference to the Talmud. 
Instead of citing some of the supernatural phenomena 
reported by authorities of his own day, he dug up the 
old rabbinical tale of the hanging of the eighty witches 
of Gaza.* 

Side by side with the interest in ancient Hebraics went 
the policy of exclusiveness and repression which charac- 
terized the government of Massachusetts Bay. The norm 
set up by the clei^, who were the true rulers of the 
province, was one which demanded strict obedience of 
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all and sundry. God’s elect were only a small minority, 
but they had the power and they intended to keep it. 
For a long time they were able to defeat any attempt 
of the “ungodly” majority to swamp them by sheer 
numbers. 

Dissent and criticism were curbed by the authorities 
with an iron hand. The freemen were the privileged 
members of the community who enjoyed the right to 
vote, but their ranks were limited to those whose reli- 
gious doctrines were unimpeachable. Attendance at 
church was compulsory, and the people were not per- 
mitted to criticize the clergy. 

In this atmosphere of religious tyranny, there were 
still some brave souls who would not swallow their pro- 
tests. Roger Williams, popular and influential minister 
of Salem, dared to denounce the ittempt of the civil 
authorities to control men’s consciences. To escape the 
wrath of the magistrates, he was forced to flee to the 
wintry wilderness. The fiery Ann Hutchinson was known 
for her magnetism and pimgent religious opinions, which 
won for her a group of followers that at one time included 
the governor himself. But in the end, after a trial that 
was a mockery, she was banished from the colony as a 
woman unfit for society.* 

When one fills out the picture by recalling that the 
bigotry of the period was so intense against Catholics 
that no priest could reside in the colony, and that reli- 
^ous frenzy caused the fanatical Quakers to be whipped, 
exiled and hanged, one might well inquire what chance 
the Jews had in such an environment. Yet with all the 
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renown the Puritans earned for intolerance, the record 
of their treatment of the Jews remains without a black 
mark. On the contrary, the proverbially easygoing Dutch 
attempted to exclude Jews from New Netherland alto- 
gether and, when that failed, they barred them from 
gainful occupations and imposed a special discriminatory 
tax upon them. None of these things is to be found in the 
annals of Puritan Massachusetts. 

The Catholics and the Friends belonged to the Chris- 
tian Church; the Jews did not. But two factors might 
be noted in order to explain why the latter enjoyed a more 
hospitable reception. First, the Jews were not regarded 
as public enemies, plotting r^ainst the peace of the state, 
as Papists were believed to do. Nor did they interrupt 
religious services with their reprehensible behavior, 
as was the Quaker custom. Secondly, the Jews did not 
appear in numbers until the nineteenth century. Had 
they been a conspicuous minority in Puritan days, they 
might have suffered from harsher treatment. 

The first Jew known in Massachusetts was a man who 
came before the authorities pleading for aid because of 
his destitute condition. He was called Solomon Franco — 
a name that suggested Iberian descent. We hear of him 
in 1649 when he appealed to the magistrates to assure 
him the commission which he claimed for supervising a 
cargo assigned the major general of the colony, Edward 
Gibbons. The court decided that there was no valid 
ground for awarding Franco the fees he claimed. Bu^ 
the case was not so easily settled. Franco was penniless, 
and the authorities accordingly granted him an allowance 
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of sixty shillings, to last him ten weeks, until he could 
secure his pass^e to Holland. As a result, this Jew en- 
joyed Puritan benevolence.’^ 

There is no suggestion that Franco sought to estab- 
lish a residence in Massachusetts. If he had wanted to 
settle there, he might have run afoul of a law that had 
been passed in the excitement over the Hutchinson case. 
This limited the time that a newcomer might stay in a 
town to three weeks, unless he had the consent of the 
council or of two of the magistrates to settle. It is obvious 
that this law could be directed towards the exclusion of 
undesirables, among whom Jews might have been in- 
cluded. 

In the course of time an occasional Jew did settle in 
Boston and was apparently unmolested. One such resi- 
dent named Sollomon had the bad judgment to travel 
towards New Hampshire on a Sunday in 1668. This was 
no mean offense in a day when men were sentenced to a 
month in jail if they missed church on Sunday.* SoUo- 
mon's journey did not pass unnoticed, and he was brought 
before the court in Ipswich. The outcome of the case 
may never be known, but one phrase in the brief court 
record challenges the attention of the passing reader. 
Sollomon is described as a “Malata Jue.”* The first Jew 
living in New England, as far as we know, was of Negro 
descent! One can only conjecture who this man was. 
Perhaps he had been bom of a slave mother and a Jewish 
father who had set him free. 

The year 1674 was marked by the publication of the 
earUest tax list of the town of Boston extant, a list diat 
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included the name of Rowland Gideon, “ye Jew.” He 
was taxed eighteen shillings for the town and nothing for 
the county.^* At this period Gideon was not a person of 
importance. He was later to remove to England where 
he became a freeman of the city of London and the sire of 
a distinguished line.^* 

In 1675, while still in Boston, Gideon and Daniel 
Baruh, who was probably also a Jew,** were awarded 
£112 in a law suit. The defendant, however, appealed 
from the judgment, and in his reply Gideon sought to 
make capital out of his Jewish origin. He reminded the 
court that God had commanded “owr Father [Moses] 
that the same Law should bee for the stranger & sojourner 
as for the Jssraellits,” and so he sought the same justice 
as was accorded the other inhabitants. He therefore com- 
mitted his case to the judge and jury, “praing for the 
prosperity of yowr Gouerm** and that yow may bee fur- 
ther fathers of this scatered Nation.”** The Bible prece- 
dent was always dear to the Puritan heart, and Gideon 
cited it with the aim of wringing from the jury of freemen 
justice for the Jew.** 

It was politic to make this kind of plea — perhaps one 
should say it was possible for Jews to live in Massachusetts 
at all — only because of the revulsion against the tyranny 
of the theocracy that had swept over the province by 
this time. The execution of the four Quakers in Boston 
in 1658 had proved the high watermark of the fanatical 
rule of the clergy, and an outr^ed public sentiment, sup- 
plemented by a royal command, ended the cruel persecu- 
tion.** Within a short time the Quakers established a 
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meednghcmse in Salem and the unhappy Baptists opened 
a church in Boston, while even the Episcopal Church was 
able to take root, thanks to the efforts of Governor 
Andros.“ 

Aside from the introduction of the Anglican ritual into 
Massachusetts, the rule of Andros was unpopular, and it 
came to an abrupt end when the Boston populace imi- 
tated their brethren in Great Britmn by reproducing the 
Revolution of 1688 on American shores. The result was 
that, in New England as well as in old England, the 
governmental structure was radically altered. Massa- 
chusetts was accorded a new charter which increased the 
powers of the crown, while at the same time it represented 
a step forward in the field of religious tolerance. No 
longer could membership in the Congr^ational Church 
be insisted on as a prerequisite for the franchise. The 
new requirements for voting were concerned with the 
ownership of property, certainly a more equitable and 
modem basis than had existed theretofore.*^ 

At the same time, freedom of worship was extended 
to all Christians except Papists.** This, of course, over- 
looked the Jews, but there were not enough of them to 
question the justice of the law. In fact, Boston did not 
have a Jewish congregation imtil long after the estab- 
lishment of the United States, well into the nineteenth 
century. 

One feature of the new charter was the union of Ply- 
mouth Colony with Massachusetts. The little Pi%rim 
community had never had Jews as far as we know, but 
back in 1645 the stud Edward Winslow wrote his neigh- 
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bor, John Winthrop, of the outrageous attempt in the 
general court to pass an act for complete religious tolera- 
tion. There were to be no exceptions — Turks, Jews and 
Papists would be permitted to carry on their religious 
worship without hindrance. The governor, however, 
intervened and would not allow the ungodly measure to 
be voted on. 

Winslow was so perturbed by this abhorrent effort, 
which “would make us odious to all Christian common- 
weales,” that he prayed: “The Lord in mercy looke upon 
us, and allay this spirit of division that is creeping in 
among us.”^® 

But with the passing of the old oligarchy in Massa- 
chusetts, the age of religious discrimination and injustice 
towards any denomination was ended. The story of the 
Jews, who from time to time settled in Boston, was a 
happy one, untroubled by disabilities and restrictions. 
There was one curious case, in 1699, when the governor 
of Massachusetts Bay, the Earl of Bellomont, turned to 
a local Jew for an expert opinion. James Gillam, a notor- 
ious pirate who had been in the habit of attacking ships 
in the Red Sea, was arrested by the governor’s order. 
Rumor had it that the buccaneer had been converted to 
Islam during his Oriental sojourn and that he had sub- 
mitted to circumcision at the time. Bellomont decided 
to investigate, and he reported: “I had him searched by 
a surgeon and a Jew in this town: they have both declared 
on oath that he is circumcised.”*® 

In the year 1729 there were probably four Jewish 
families in Boston, although there may have been even 
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more.*^ While no organized community existed, Michael 
Asher and Isaac Solomon, two men who engaged in the 
manufacture and sale of snuff, felt the need for a ceme- 
tery. During the early years of the eighteenth centmy, 
they set aside a small tract in a parcel of land they bought 
as a burying ground for “the Jewish Nation.”** This 
ended the practice of sending the Jewish dead to Newport 
for burial.** Strangely enough, no mention of the Jewish 
cemetery is found after 1750.** 

Jews were not challenged as witnesses in colonial Bos- 
ton. Michael Asher, the snuff maker, testified in court 
agmn and again.** A Jew might even serve as constable 
with the duty of maintaining public order and collecting 
town taxes for which a commission was paid. Isaac 
Lopez, a merchant who came to Boston fi-om England 
in 1716,** was elected constable in 1720. The office must 
have been considered onerous and odious at the time, 
for, before Lopez was named, a full slate had been selected 
and every last one of them had declined to serve. Lopez 
followed the example of the earlier choices by refusing 
the doubtful honor.** 

It might be noted in passing that Lopez did not dis- 
play the highest character in the conduct of his business 
affairs. Some years later, when he found himself in finan- 
cial (fifficulties, he left town, and neither he nor any of lus 
effects was ever found.** 

Nowhere is it definitely stated that he was a Jew, but 
his name was borne by prominent Sephardim of both 
Newport and New York in colonial times, and his buM- 
ness associate was the Jew, Michael Asher. There is 
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litde reason to doubt his Jewishness, although absolute 
proof is lacking. 

The most famous of all the Jews in colonial Massachu- 
setts was Judah Monis, the first of his people to become 
associated with Harvard College. It seems that he was 
born in Italy in 1683,^® and that he received some rab- 
binical training at the academies of Leghorn and Amster- 
dam.®® He subsequently immigrated to America, and in 
1715/16 was admitted as a freeman in New York. On 
the court’s record he was listed as a merchant.®^ But 
Monis nursed higher ambitions. 

The next time he was heard from, he had removed to 
Massachusetts where his plans for a new Hebrew gram- 
mar which would ‘‘facilitate ye Instruction of Youth”®* 
could be appreciated. Accordingly, he dispatched a letter 
to the Harvard corporation on June 29, 1720, with some 
sort of preliminary draft of the work. The bid for ap- 
proval apparently met with success, for the intelligentsia 
of Boston and Cambridge were always anxious to further 
the instruction of the sacred tongue.®® 

Harvard celebrated its commencement a week after 
the letter was written, and the college selected this occa- 
sion to bestow upon Monis the honorary degree of Master 
of Arts.®^ Perhaps the expert on Hebrew syntax had long 
enjoyed the favor of the Harvard corporation; perhaps 
his letter had been sent at just the right time. At any 
rate, Monis was the first Jew to be granted a degree by 
Harvard or any other American college. 

But he did not remain a Jew for long. In March, 
1722 — less than two years later — Monis was baptized 
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in the coll^ hall before a crowd which janimed the place 
to enjoy the rare spectacle of a Jew turning Christian.* 
The next month. Harvard appointed Monis instructor 
of Hebrew.* It is open to question whether Monis would 
have obtained his position (at seventy pounds a year) if 
he had not joined the Congregational Church. 

Cotton Mather was concerned over the thought that 
ambition might have sharpened the proselyte’s zeal. 
When Monis’ conversion Discourse was printed, Mather 
added a preface in which he recalled instances where ex- 
Jews had become professors of Hebrew and had subse- 
quendy reverted to their original Judaism. “There is no 
cause to fear,” wrote the tactful Mather, “that Mr. 
Monis will renounce his Christianity.”’^ But the divine 
plainly had his doubts. 

Such apprehensions were unwarranted. Monis married 
a lady of Puritan stock and throughout his life was un- 
shaken in his new faith. When he died, he left the bulk 
of his estate as a permanent fund for the relief of clergy- 
men’s widows.** The trust is today being administered 
by the American Unitarian Association.** 

Many of the details in the career of Monis make inter- 
esting reading after the lapse of two centuries. It might 
be mendoned that he was the author of the first Hebrew 
grammar published in America and that he described 
the discouragements which he experienced in teaching 
the ancient language to a host of unwilling scholars. A 
full discussion of such matters, however, would carry us 
too far afield. 

From our point of view, the most significant fact in 
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the career of Monis is that, while still an unconverted 
Jew, he was entered on the rolls of Harvard College as the 
recipient of a degree. Puritan exclusiveness notwithstand- 
ing, the Massachusetts institution affords a wholesome 
contrast to Oxford University which did not permit a 
Jew to obtain his degree until 1870. 

One more example of the generous policy that pre- 
vailed in Massachusetts towards the Jew and we are 
through with that phase of our story. The incident con- 
cerns the application of the Naturalization Act of 1740 
with its regulations regarding foreign Protestants and 
Jews. In Massachusetts apparently the Act of 1740 was 
almost superfluous, for only four men were naturalized 
in the province between 1740 and nSO.*® This was an 
indication of the relative homogeneity of the population 
which included few foreign Protestants and Jews who 
might desire the privilege of naturalization. 

One of these men who transferred his allegiance was 
Aaron Lopez, the merchant prince of Newport. Brought 
up a Marrano in Lisbon, he had crossed thfe ocean to the 
thriving seaport of Rhode Island, and there he had doffed 
the mask of Catholicism behind which he had hidden his 
Jewish sentiments all his life. He reverted to his ancestral 
faith; he changed his Spanish name to the Hebrew Aaron; 
and presently he sought to alter his political alliance 
by becoming a British subject. 

Unfortunately for Lopez, the Rhode Island court 
blocked his efforts on the ground that he was not a Chris- 
tian.^ He therefore transferred his residence to Swansea, 
over the line in Massachusetts. Accordingly, in the year 
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1762, after an interval of only five weeks, the court at 
Taunton made Lopez a subject of King George III.** 
Once more Massachusetts displayed its liberalism. 

There was a strong bond which united the colonists of 
the Connecticut Valley with the settlements of Massa- 
chusetts Bay. Hartford, let us remember, was settled by 
Thomas Hooker and his congregation from Newtowne, 
as Cambridge was called. A separate colony, however, 
was that organized at New Haven by Puritans who came 
directly from England. It was not until 1665 that the 
two areas were united to form the single province of 
Connecticut. 

The colony was not the habitat of ferocious bigots, 
as legend has suggested. The worst of the Blue Laws 
were the spiteful invention of the Reverend Samuel 
Peters, an embittered Tory who used them as the instru- 
ment of his vengeance. Truth has never caught up with 
his code, which is still widely accepted.** Not that Con- 
necticut was liberal in the modern sense, for a close bond 
between church and state existed there similar to that 
which prevailed in Massachusetts Bay. 

Still the occasional Jews who ventured into the r^on 
faced no special disabilities because of their religion. 
Probably the spirit of the time excluded them from the 
freemanship, although there was no formal religious re- 
quirement for admission. It was a difficult position to 
attain, none the less, as the records reveal that in the 
period between 1639 and 1662 only one person out of 
thirteen was admitted as a freeman.** 

We have every reason to believe that the earliest Jews 
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to appear in the Connecticut and New Haven colonies 
came out of New Netherland. Their place of origin was 
unfortunate, for a bitter rivalry flourished between Dutch 
and Britons for the domination of the Connecticut Valley 
to which both laid claim. It was only natural that the 
English settlers of Hartford resented the presence of any 
merchants from the Dutch colony, and the latter were 
accused of selling the Indians firearms which might be 
turned against the settlers." In 1650, the sale of goods 
by foreigners at wholesale or retail was prohibited for 
the space of a year." It was not until 1654 that “the 
order for the restraint of trade with the Dutch & other 
foreigne natyons” was repealed.^* 

We may be sure that the anti-Dutch and anti-foreign 
atmosphere continued even after the repeal of this legis- 
lation. The Jews who entered the Connecticut scene at 
this period certainly ran afoul of considerable anti-alien 
sentiment, and the first one mentioned, David the Jew, 
met with trouble. The general court at Hartford objected 
to his business methods and fined him twenty shillings 
in 1659 for such misdemeanors as “going into houses 
when the heads of y« families w«^ absent, and tradeing 
p*vision from children.”^* 

Even after the law against foreign traders had been 
repealed, it was not easy for one to settle in Connecticut. 
Connecticut, says the authority on the subject, was the 
strictest of all New England colonies in excluding out- 
siders who sought admission as inhabitants.** In 1660 
the law was made to read that anyone accepted as an 
inhabitant of a town had “to be of an honest conversa- 



26 


AMERICAN OVERTURE 


tion” and must be “accepted by a maior part of the 
Towne.”*® Far from being a dead letter, this law was 
invoked from time] to time in order to exclude men and 
women of “dishonest conversation” who sought resi- 
dence in Connecticut communities.®^ 

Jews who came to Hartford had to get past this hurdle. 
In 1661, several appeared in the town and took lodging 
in the house of a prominent citizen, John Marsh.®* The 
question of their status was brought up at the town meet- 
ing, and it was voted that they might “have liberty to 
soiome in ye Towne for seaven months.”®* We have no 
means of knowing whether the Jews had sought to remain 
for a longer period. 

Jews were not deprived of the privilege of becoming 
inhabitants, even though it was necessary to secure the 
approval of a majority of the townspeople. No less a 
person than David the Jew, who had been heavily fined 
for trading with children, was permitted to establish him- 
self permanently in Hartford. His name and that of 
“Jacob Jew” were included among the list of inhabitants 
in 1670.®® 

It is not to be doubted that Jacob Jew was the Jacob 
Lucena who was caught in the toils of the law that same 
year, providing one of the most amazing episodes in the 
annals of colonial Jewry. The affair, it may be said, 
reflected scant credit upon him, but it did honor to the 
courts of the colony. 

Lucena was charged with immoral behavior and tried 
before the court of assistants at Hartford on October 11. 
Several witnesses appeared ^«nst him, and the a>urt 
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found “that the sayd Jacob Lucina hath been frequent 
& notorious in his lascivious daliance & wanton carriage & 
prefers to several! women.” He was fined twenty pounds, 
which he was to pay the public treasury within a month 
or else furnish satisfactory security for future payment. 
Should he fail to meet the penalty, he was to be whipped 
severely. Meanwhile the court ordered Lucena to remain 
in prison until the money was received or the stripes laid 
on. After his release he was to be banished from the 
colony and not to return “with out Lycinse from the 
court upon payne of severe corporall punishment.”** 

The fine was heavy, and Lucena immediately peti- 
tioned the general court, which was the equivalent of a 
colonial assembly, that it be reduced. The response of 
this body to his appeal was remarkable. “The court,” 
says the record of the session held at Hartford on October 
13, “see cause, considering he is a Jew, to shew him what 
fauore they may, abate him tenn pownds of his fine.”** 
Why should his Jewish religion have provided extenuat- 
ing circumstances for the guilty Lucena? 

The case did not end here, however, for Lucena objected 
to paying ten pounds too. He must have enlisted the 
aid of Asser Levy, the well-known Jewish leader of New 
York,*’ for we find the latter petitioning the court to 
grant his friend further clemency. Accordingly, the judges 
saw fit, on May 11, 1671, to reduce the penalty to five 
pounds, “as a token of their respect to the sayd Mr. 
Assur Levy.”** 

This little incident refutes the reputation of seventeenth 
century Connecticut for bigotry and intolerance. First, 
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we have Lucena, a Jew, accepted as a resident by a ma- 
jority of the inhabitants. Next, various witnesses report 
on his licentious conduct, and the court fines him twenty 
pounds. Yet, because of his Jewish faith and his Jewish 
hiend, he ultimately pays only a quarter of the sum. Per- 
haps the spirit of colonial Connecticut is not thoroughly 
understood by our generation. 

A word of comment on the prevalence of adultery and 
fornication, according to the court records of the period, 
may be in order. Students of the seventeenth century 
note that infractions of the moral code were so common- 
place that they perhaps outniunbered all other types of 
cases tried. Jacob Lucena and Jacob Lumbrozo, whom 
we meet in Maryland,®* were implicated in such matters. 
It is notable that so few Jews were caught up in the licen- 
tiousness of the age. 

Occasional Jews settled in Connecticut during the 
balance of the seventeenth century and a few more entered 
the colony as the eighteenth century imfolded. For in- 
stance, we know of an Abram Pinto, who was located in 
Stratford by 1725.®* In all probability his son was the 
Jacob Pinto who was living in New Haven in 1755 and 
joined the Congregational Church. Three of Jacob’s sons 
went to Yale and two of them, Solomon and William, 
were graduated in the class of 1777.*^ Ezra Stiles, the 
Newport minister who was later to become president of 
the coU^e,** spoke of the “two Jew Brothers Pintos who 
renounced Judaism & all Religion.’’** Evidently they 
were no better as Christians than as Jews. 

Whatever the defections of the Pintos, there were 
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already traces of Jewish life in New Haven, as Stiles 
discovered on a visit there in 1772. He reported that a 
family of Venetian Jews, who numbered eight or ten 
souls, had recently arrived. On Sabbath they conducted 
their worship in a room that had been equipped with 
special fittings. “If there shd. hereafter be a Syna- 
gc^e in N. H. it must not be dated from this,” wrote 
Stiles.** 

Probably nothing would have pleased the Judeaophile 
Stiles more than to have seen a Jewish congregation 
organized on the spot. Technically, the religious picture 
in Connecticut was such that there might have been some 
complications, but the casual way in which Stiles referred 
to the establishment of a synagogue suggests that the 
l^al difficulties would not have been insuperable. 

In Connecticut the church was imder the patronage of 
the state, and the established religion, that is Congre- 
gationalism, was supported by taxes. In fact, by the law 
of 1735, if the minister did not get his salary, the tax col- 
lector had to pay the amoimt due from his own estate.* 
Attendance at church services continued to be compul- 
sory even as late as the eve of the Revolution. Protestant 
dissenters, who participated in the worship of their own 
sects, were excused from going to the Congregational 
Church.* (Probably Jews were not expected to visit any 
Christian service.) 

Episcopalians, Quakers and Baptists, who protested 
against support of the established church, were exempt 
from such contributions if they were members of their 
own societies.*’ If Jews had been in sufficient numbers 
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to organize a congregation, perhaps they too would have 
secured the same exemption. 

Connecticut did not disestablish the state church until 
1818, when all Christian denominations were placed upon 
an equal footing. Jewish congregations had to wait until 
1843 for recognition,®® when one synagogue was already 
several years old. 

If 1843 seems a late date for Jewish religious forms to 
be acknowledged as within the law, what can one say of 
New Hampshire whose constitution does not yet give 
official sanction to Judaism? That document states that 
“Every denomination of Christians . . . shall be equally 
under the protection of the law.”®® By inference that 
same security is denied non-Christians. The neglect of 
a state of the American union to guarantee the protection 
of the law to the faith of Israel is an anachronism in the 
twentieth century scene. 

Little need be said about Jews in colonial New Hamp- 
shire. The few who penetrated into its northern woods 
soon lost themselves amid the general population. Their 
legal position was much as it was in Massachusetts. The 
Congregational Church was established by law, and the 
provisions for voting and the freemanship were also simi- 
lar. It is only today, with state recognition limited to 
Christianity, and the emphasis on the hiring of Protestant 
schoolteachers, that New Hampshire seems backward. 

New England now counts its Jews by the hundreds of 
thousands. Some few of them have their roots deep in 
America’s soil. Their ancestors lived in this country 
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when the inhabitants were subjects of the English king. 
But most of the Jews are themselves immigrants or the 
children of newcomers. Their saga has been told by Mary 
Andn in The Promised Land. 

Seated on the steps of the Boston Public Library, she 
might well ponder over her two existences — the child- 
hood in mediaeval Polotsk and the new life in twentieth- 
century Boston. But the miracle of rebirth, the privil^e of 
sharing in the riches of contemporary America, could 
be hers only because of the ideals and traditions that 
were born in the colonial towns which emerged from the 
forests that once covered New England. 



CHAPTER III 


RETREAT FROM ROGER WILLIAMS 

T he godS) wrote Vernon Farrington, **were pleased to 
have their jest with Roger Williams by sending him 
to earth before his time/* Then the gifted critic continued: 
“Democrat and Christian, the generation to which he 
belongs is not yet born, and all his life he remained a 
stranger among men/’^ 

Does the reader require proof that Williams was foreign 
to his age? Merely turn to his career, observe the ideals 
voiced in his writings, the projects launched by his bound- 
less energy and the compromises his successors made 
with his principles. Jews settling on the shores of Nar- 
ragansett Bay met with experiences which point the tale 
of the little men who followed in the train of the giant. 

Williams was the sort of nonconforming spirit who led 
a revolt against the religio-political order of the day. His 
efforts sired a system based on the doctrine of absolute 
separation of church and state and the inviolability of 
the individual conscience. What is more, he went beyond 
the field of philosophical speculation to attack the unholy 
alliance of clergy and civil government which seventeenth- 
century New Elngland knew only too well. 

The character of such an insurgent .exacted a life of 

protest and personal sacrifice. Williams crossed the ocean 
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and assumed the leadership of one of Salem’s churches. 
But not for long. His nonconformity drove him into the 
snow-swept forest where he found shelter among the 
savages. Eventually, as we know, he established Provi- 
dence at the head of Narragansett Bay as an asylum for 
outlaw spirits like himself. 

Williams’ works, published in the main during two 
extended visits to England, voiced his philosophy. The 
Bloudy Tenent of Persecution denounced not only the 
wars over religion which took their toll of lives in the 
name of the Prince of Peace, but also the spirit of intoler- 
ance which made martyrs out of victims for conscience’s 
sake. It was God’s will, he pleaded, that freedom of 
worship be granted men of all nations, whether pagans, 
Jews or Turks. Religious uniformity in the civil state 
was not the will of God, for true Christianity would 
flourish only where diverse and contrary consciences were 
recognized. 

Williams’ writings were studded with declarations such 
as these; “A national church was not instituted by Christ 
Jesus. That cannot be a true religion which needs carnal 
weapons to uphold it.”* . . . “Forcing of conscience is 
soul rape.”* . . . “No civil state or country can be truly 
called Christian, although true Christians be in it.”* 

When Williams was in England in 1652, he entered 
wth gusto into a movement that involved one of the 
burning issues of the time. Since Edward I had driven 
them out in 1290, Jews had been unwelcome in Britain, 
but now many an ardent Puritan ui^ed that they offi- 
cially return. The restoration of Israel to Britain under 
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the protecting aegis of the Commonwealth had both a 
mystical significance and a special appeal. Of course, 
there was an opposition who thought it best for England 
to remain judenrein. In order to show this faction the 
true light, Williams wrote a pamphlet on Major Butler’s 
Fourth Paper which was unknown to later generations 
until 1874.‘ 

He blamed the execution of Charles I and the fall of 
the house of Stuart on “the unchristian oppressions^ incivi- 
lities and inhumanities'^ of England against the Jews.* 
Only by making decent amends to them would the state 
pacify the wrath of the Most High.* 

Williams advocated reconciliation between Jew and 
Gentile and believed that Christians should take the 
iniriarive. It was, be said, “the Duty of the Civil Magis- 
trate to break down that superstitious wall between us 
entiles and the Jews, and freely (without their asking) 
to make way for their free and peaceable Habitation 
amongst us.”* This policy did not find formal acceptance 
in England at the moment, although the government 
dcsed its eyes to the handful of Jews who took up resi- 
dence. It was in America that the full sweep of Roger 
Williams’ thesis found play. 

A motley populace settled in the Narragansett coun- 
try. At Providence, Portsmouth, Newport and Warwick 
lived wild Ishmaels whose nonconformity made them 
unwelcome elsewhere. They included Baptists, Quakers, 
Antinomians and Seekers, the latter being Viliams’ own 
faith. 

Rhode Island’s open-door policy towards Quakers 
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served more than any other factor to make this colony a 
thorn in the flesh of neighbors who banned the pesti- 
lential sect. They sought to change the welcome to exclu- 
sion, but their efforts were in vain,* and the result was 
that the “libertines” of Rhode Island were “generally 
hated by the other colonies.”^® Such sentiments pro. 
vailed not only among the English but even among the 
Dutch. The Rev. Joannes Megapolensis, the spiritual 
leader of New Amsterdam,^! called William’s colony “the 
receptacle of all sorts of tiff-raff people, and . . . nothing 
else than the sewer (latrina) of New England. All the 
cranks of New England retire thither.”^ 

The free atmosphere of Rhode Island (marked to be 
sure by disputatious wrangles) can readily be traced to 
the untrammeled spirit of Roger Williams. 

I desire not that liberty for myself [he cried] which 
I would not freely and impartially weigh out to all 
the consciences of the world besides; therefore, I 
humbly conceive that it is the express and absolute 
duty of the civil powers to proclaim an absolute free- 
dom of conscience in all the world.** 

How was this program of religious freedom carried out? 
It was achieved in the charter of 1637 by a decision to 
keep a rigorous silence on matters of religion. The docu- 
ment spoke-of “civil government” and “civil laws,” and 
declared that the will of the majority was to prevail for 
the public good, but “only in civil things.”** It is evident 
that the realm of theology was beyond the province of 
government. 

Years later, in 1663, the colony secured another charter 
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from the Crown. The people on thdr part were eager to 
preserve their “full libertie in religious concernments,” 
and Charles II complied with their wishes by declaring 
that it was his royal pleasure for no one to be molested 
because of religious opinion, provided he did not disturb 
the civil peace.** What a contrast to the intolerant policy 
of Parliament at home! 

The law of 1665, enacted in response to five proposals 
of a royaT commission, was another step in the direction 
of religious equality. Its definition of the qualifications 
for the ranks of freemen was sweeping. “All men of com- 
petante estates, and of civill conversation” who submitted 
“to the civill magistrate, though of differing judgments,” 
were eligible to vote or hold office.** With one magni- 
ficent stroke, seventeenth-century Rhode Island removed^ 
all disabilities from Jews, Catholics and Turks. 

The famous parable of the ship of state, so dose to the 
heart of the founder of Rhode Island, was fulfilled. The 
state, he wrote in a letter, was comparable to a ship going 
to sea with many hundred souls. None of the Papists, 
Protestants, Jews or Turks on board are forced to attend 
the slup’s worship, nor must they abandon thdr own 
forms. At the same time, the captain maintains order 
and discipline among crew and passengers alike.** Reli- 
gious freedom was more readily realized than the dvil 
control which Williams advocated. The Rhode Island 
ship of state carried its complement of assorted Protes- 
tants. At length, came the Jews. 

It was natural for them to go to Rhode Island. Not 
only did it present the unique phenomenon of a state 
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without an established church, but also Rc^er Williams 
actually voiced the hope that he and the Jews might have 
contacts together. This was litde short of an invitation 
for them to establish homes in the new community. 

In addition, there were definite geographical reasons 
to draw the Jews thither. Newport and Venice have been 
compared to each other. Both are islands whose merchant 
fleets formerly ploughed the seas.** The goal of much of 
the maritime commerce of Newport was far-off Barbados, 
and the recently published letters of Peleg Sanford have 
brought home to us the long voyages of the Newport 
ships which set out with cargoes of horses and provisions 
and returned with Barbados molasses and rum.** Now 
Barbados boasted not only molasses and rum, but also a 
considerable Jewish community.*® Nothing was more 
natural than for the ship captains to have dealings with 
Jewish merchants there and occasionally to carry one as 
passenger on the home voyage. 

The earliest Jewish names in the town records of New- 
port were those of men who had removed to Rhode Island 
from the West Indian center. The date of the first arrivals, 
however, cannot be determined. 

There is, to be sure, a fantastic tale about Jews intro- 
ducing the Masonic ritual in the year 1658. Mr. N. H. 
Gould of Newport claimed to own a seventeenth-century 
manuscript which furnished the proof that Abraham 
Moses was given his Masonic degree on the second day 
of Rosh Hashanah — of all times!** The document was 
in such a bad state of preservation, said Gould, that he 
could not permit it even to be photographed.** Scholars 
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have come to the conclusion that if such a paper does 
exist, it is a hoax.** 

There may very well have been Jews in Newport in 
1658, despite our lack of conclusive evidence. The earli- 
est local reference to them which is probably authentic 
dates from 1677. Almost always the acquisition of a 
graveyard has been the first step in the founding of a new 
Jewish community, and in the case of Newport the ceme- 
tery deed furnishes significant telltale evidence — the 
names of the two Jews who acquired a tract of land for 
burial purposes. They were Moses Pachecho and Morde- 
cai Campemell,** and we know something of their careers, 
thanks to the researches of Wilfred S. Samuel. 

Pachecho came ori^nally from Hamburg. He emi- 
grated to Barbados, and in 1662 we find him petitioning 
the king for denization. Later, as we know, he was at 
Newport, where he and Campemell secured the land for 
the cemetery. (The cemetery, by the way, has become a 
famous landmark of Newport, and its dead have been 
immortalized in a poem by Longfellow.) 

Shortly after the acquisition of the burial ground, 
Campemell sailed to Barbados and undertook to per- 
suade his relatives and friends to settle in Rhode Island. 
A contingent of Barbados Jews removed to Newport in 
1679, apparently as a result of his arguments.** 

The newcomers, with their Spanish and Portuguese 
names, were merchants in many, if not all, cases. The 
logical calling was intercolonial trade for which their 
family connections in the West Indies especially qualified 
them. There was one fly in their ointment, however — 
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the Navigation Acts of 1660 and subsequent years. There 
was good reason for their concern. As we have seen,** no 
foreign merchants might enter the colonial trade unless 
naturalized or granted the rights of free denizens. In 
New York, the Jews were fortunate under English rule. 
They enjoyed the rights of free denizens after the transfer 
of the province; foreign trade was open to them. But in 
Rhode Island it was different. 

Fortunately for the Jews of Newport and many other 
communities, the Acts of Trade were only fitfully en- 
forced and it was a rare event to find violators punished. 
The Rhode Island Jews, however, were apprehensive 
about their uncertmn status, and a group of them peti- 
tioned the Assembly in 1684 for an official declaration 
concerning their rights and privileges. At least that must 
be inferred from the Assembly’s response which is buried 
in the official minutes of that body; the ori^nal petition 
has been lost. 

The answer declared that the Jews might “expect as 
good protection as any stranger, being not of our nation 
residing amongst us in this his Majesty’s Colony, ought 
to have, being obedient to his Majesty’s laws.’’** The 
response was proper, for the provincial lawmakers could 
hardly have been expected to repudiate the acts of the 
realm. A strict enforcement, however, would have driven 
the Jews out of business. 

The Assembly’s declaration recalled a similar state- 
ment made by the Assembly of Barbados guaranteeing 
thdr rights as foreigners almost thirty years before.** 
The situation had changed somewhat, however, thanks 
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to the restrictive Navigation Laws which had been m- 
acted in the interval. Despite provincial reassurances, 
the Jews of Newport had reason to be uneasy in view of 
the threat embedded in the king’s statutes. 

Less than a year later, the remote fear became a pres- 
ent menace due to the intervention of Major William 
Dyer. Dyer has been an enigmatic figure consistently 
neglected by historians. Before considering his role in 
Rhode Island Jewish history, we might dip briefly into 
his earlier career. 

Ks mother was Mary Dyer, the unfortunate Quaker 
woman, who defied the Boston magistrates and got her- 
self hanged.** This did not prevent William from joining 
the retinue of James, Duke of York,*® which won him the 
collectorship of the port of New York.®* 

Dyer seemed to antagonize the citizens wherever he 
worked, although it is hard to say whether the conflicts 
were due to sterling integrity or consummate venality. 
The New York merchants were furious over his tax col- 
lecting, and in 1682 they charged him with forcing the 
payment of illegal customs duties, but on second thought 
they changed the accusation to one of treason.** Trans- 
ported to England for trial,** Dyer must have been over- 
joyed when none of his accusers appeared and he received 
his vindication and freedom.** 

Meanwhile, the harassed oflicial lost none of the favor 
he had enjoyed with members of the British government. 
On the other hand, with enhanced prestige, he was able 
to cross the ocean and take office as surveyor-general of 
the customs of all the American colonies, with head- 
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quarters in Boston.** It was his duty to administer the 
Navigation Laws, and he seized ships and imposed fines 
with a heavy hand. The men of Boston made violent 
threats against him — because of his faithful conduct, 
he claimed;** because of his malice and dishonesty, said 
the others.** 

Rhode Island was part of Dyer’s domain where his 
highhanded methods won the same hostility as in Massa- 
chusetts. There was a clash with Governor William 
Coddington over the case of Captain Thomas Paine, the 
“arch-pirate,” when Coddington refused to have the sea 
captain arrested.** A few months later. Dyer faced the 
governor once more in seeking to press another impor- 
tant prosecution. This involved nothing less than the 
right of the Jews of Rhode Island to conduct thrir 
business. 

Only a single documentary source exists for one of the 
most dramatic episodes in American Jewish history.** 
The record is inadequate and incomplete; it is only a 
brief transcript of the suit, but it serves to suggest some- 
thing of the suspense and excitement which must have 
stirred the litde Jewish community of two and a half 
centuries ago to its very foundations. 

It is dear that the Barbados Jews newly established 
at Newport, and the intercolonial trade they conducted, 
caught Dyer’s watchful eye. These Jews — these for- 
eigners — were patently violating the Navigation Laws 
by trafficking in sugar and molasses from overseas. Dyer 
proceeded by presenting his charges against' seven men 
and one woman to the governor. Four of the men belonged 
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to the Campernell family. There were also Saul Brown, 
Abraham Burgos and Aaron Verse. The woman was the 
widow of Simon Mendez, who apparently took over his 
business. 

With what were these people charged? Our source 
says they were to be tried “as Aliens &c.” This must 
mean that the Jews were conducting export and import 
trade closed to them as foreigners. Dyer must have had 
a good case against them, for the governor directed the 
general sergeant to seize the property of the accused 
pending trial. 

On March 31, 1685, the case was called. At the session 
of the general court which met at Newport, Governor 
Coddington presided, and other important officials of the 
province were present. The defendants, of course, ap- 
peared. The grand jury was sworn and the trial was set 
to open. But Dyer, who had initiated the proceedings, 
was nowhere to be found. He was represented by a 
proxy — such men were called attorneys in those days — 
but he had failed to give bond for the property he had 
distrained. 

Because of Dyer’s default the defendants entered a 
nonsuit. The governor was of the opinion, however, that 
there were weighty reasons to proceed to trial. The con- 
sent of the defendants was required and, once they agreed. 
Major Dyer suffered a resounding defeat. He was obliged 
to pay costs to the amount of fifteen shillings, eight 
pence. As for the Jews, their property was returned and 
thdr right to trade went unchallenged. 

The brief statement of facts leaves a number of ques- 
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dons unanswered. Why did the governor of Rhode 
Island proceed against the Jews at Dyer’s insistence? 
There was no love lost between the two men and Cod- 
dington would have hesitated to oblige his enemy by 
seizing the property of the seven defendants unless 
pretty weighty arguments existed. Only a few months 
before he had refused to turn Captain Paine over to 
Dyer. 

If Dyer had such a good case, why then did he default 
when the trial opened? His non-appearance and the costs 
which were levied upon him suggest defeat and humilia- 
tion that must have stung. A historian has no right to 
speculate, but it is only human to ask what manner of 
intrigue behind the scenes was responsible for the denoue- 
ment of a courtroom drama which died aborning. 

A sequel to this incident has no litde significance. On 
the first Tuesday of September, 1688, Abraham Campa^ 
nell, one of the defendants in the case, was licensed as a 
freeman by the court which held its sitting at Rochester." 
So far as we know, he was the only Jew admitted 
to this privilege in all the history of colonial Rhode 
Island. 

The fact is that the law of 1665, which threw open the 
ranks of freemen to men of all religions, was cruelly 
amended at some unknown time. Just how this happened 
it is hard to say, but when the laws of Rhode Island were 
codified and published in 1719, a new statute as of March 
1, 1662, was printed in its stead. The revised version 
read “that all Men Professing Christianity and of Com- 
petent Estates, and of Civil Conversation . . . (Roman 
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Catholicks only excepted)” were to be admitted as free- 
men." Under the new dispensation, Jews, Catholics and 
unbdievers no longer enjoyed civil equality. 

The Rhode Island somersault involves several mys- 
teries. Why, for instance, was the law of 1662 imbedded 
in the colonial records while the law of 1665 was never 
cited? Certain authorities would dismiss the first version 
as a piece of fiction derived from the careless copying of 
some clerk. They maintain that the disabilities imposed 
on Catholics and non-Christians go back to the original 
law. 

In substantiation of this hypothesis it has been argued 
that Roger Williams as a pamphleteer was one thing and 
Roger Williams in action was something radically dif- 
ferent. For example, Williams could write Endicott in 
1664: “I am far from glancing the least countenance on 
the consciences of Papists.”" This suggests that even he 
might have sanctioned Catholic disabilities. 

Another school of historians advances the claim that 
both of the conflicting acts governing freemen were 
genuine. They say, however, that the change may have 
come early, and they find very useful for their thesis the 
fact that on October 31, 1666, the General Assembly 
commissioned John Clarke “to compose all the lawes of 
the Collony into a good method and forms, leaveing out 
what may be superfluous and adding what may apeere 
unto him necessary.”" Though any changes were subject 
to the approval of the next Assembly," the procedure 
seems haphazard and irregular. 

Clarke may have felt a personal dislike for non-Pro- 
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testants and transferred his prejudice to the statute books 
without meeting with any objections from the leaders of 
the colony. Strangely enough, however, the records say 
not a word on any revisions by Clarke. If the liberal 
form of the freemen’s law was abolished early (or never 
existed), we find some inconsistency in the fact that 
Campanell was granted his license in 1688. It is worth 
pointing out, however, that during the colonial period 
there were some instances where laws were liberally 
interpreted when they seemed to discriminate against 
Jews while remaining inflexible barriers to Catholics. 

There is still another theory, shared by men like Charles 
Andrews. They say that nothing was done on the issue 
till long after the passing of Roger Williams.* Let us 
suppose that the records were silent because no steps 
were taken to limit the qualifications for freemen. In 
that case, it was not until 1728 that the General Assembly 
approved the provincial code in toto (with the religious 
test for freemen intact). That act left litde doubt 
of the Assembly’s intention to disqualify Jews and 
Catholics. 

From that date, if not earlier. Catholics, Jews and non- 
believers suflered from civil disabilities in colonial Rhode 
Island. In justice to the colony, however, it must be said 
that it remained a secular state. As Sidney Rider put it, 
the religious tests did “not entrench upon the principle 
of Religious Liberty. Every individual could enjoy his 
religion untaxed for any other man’s religion; but he 
rauld not vote or hold office, and it was these two condi- 
tions only which constituted a freeman.’’* 
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Rhode Island as conceived by its founder was to occupy 
a peak position far above the surging currents of the 
seventeenth century. As fulfilled by the passing years, it 
reverted to standards more in accord with the time. This 
we may regret, but the community on the shores of 
Narragansett Bay was made up of men, not gods, and 
as men they erred. 



CHAPTER IV 


CHIAROSCURO IN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY 
RHODE ISLAND 

F ew towns in America are lovelier than Newport. 

Tree-lined streets with old houses dating back to days 
of colonial elegance. Cliff Walk and its many preten- 
tious displays of fin de siicle splendor, and everywhere 
vistas of the blue Atlantic and quieter waters of Narra- 
gansett Bay, combine to make the bustling town one of 
the places that no well traveled American should miss. 

There is a special Newport legend centering about the 
early Jewish community whose descendants have vanished 
from the scene, leaving behind a colonial synagogue 
to Jews of more recent vintage. That synagogue, the 
oldest Jewish edifice in the United States, has made 
Newport a patriotic shrine where latter-day Jews steep 
themselves in memories of courtly gentlemen in white pe- 
rukes who conducted great mercantile enterprises and 
prayed in the accents of medieval Spain. 

Like so many other traditions, the Jewish legend of 
Newport has grown with the passing years until we are 
asked to believe that Newport was a garden spot in the 
Isles of the Blessed. We have had conjured for us the 
picture of a tremendous Jewish community, living under 

ideal conditions, untroubled by any of the annoyances to 
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which Jews elsewhere are heir. The fact is that the 
actual community did not attain great size, nor did it 
enjoy a truly golden age. There was much that was fine in 
the Newport setting, but there was also much to depress 
the Jewish residents there. Life was not bathed in endless 
^Iden sunshine; but there was rather an atmosphere 
of chiaroscuro made up of contrasting light and darkness. 

One is able to reconstruct the seventeenth-century 
Jewish Newport only through shards and shreds, so 
little of its record* has survived. For a time there was 
little or no Jewish life in Newport, but after it revived we 
are much more fortunate as regards source material. A 
wealth of letters and accounts in the vaults of the Newport 
Historical Society throb with the personality of eight- 
eenth-century Jews and fairly clamor for publication. 
Other manuscripts of interest are found in the archives of 
the State Capitol in Providence and elsewhere. When 
the published and unpublished annals of pre-Revolu- 
tionary Newport are finally combined, we shall at last 
enjoy the type of historical study which that venerable 
Jewish community deserves. 

Perhaps the warmest of all our contemporary sources is 
the already published diary of Ezra Stiles. Stiles was 
the most colorful figure associated with Jewish life in 
Newport, although he served as observer rather than as 
participant. He may be described as a provincial New 
Elngland scholar with the inclinations of an encyclo- 
pedist. For a long time he was minister of the Congre- 
gational church in Newport, and later distinguished 
himself as president of Yale Collie.** 
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His insatiable desire for knowledge drew him to the 
study of the Bible in the original and to the m3rstical 
depths of the Zohar. He was excited by travelers’ tales of 
enclaves of Jews in remote parts of Asia, but he also 
embraced the opportunity to study Jewish lore and life 
in his own Newport.* 

He frequented the synagogue, which was consecrated 
in 1763, and made the hazzan of the community, Isaac 
Touro, his companion and teacher. He watched the Jews 
in their homes and made careful notes on their customs. 
Whenever a rabbi visited Newport (six came to town 
between 1759 and 1775),* the Congregational divine 
sought him out to discuss perplexing problems in Jewish 
theology or biblical exegesis. A remarkable friendship 
grew up between him and Rabbi Hayim Carrigal of 
Hebron, Palestine.* So attached did the two become that 
Stiles sought the portrait of “the Venerable Hocham”* 
for the Yale College library.* 

Full details about every aspect of Jewish life he could 
discover found their way into his writings, particularly 
the inexhaustible pages of the Diary which was kept 
from 1769 until long after Stiles had left Rhode Island. 
In 1760, he catalogued the Jewish families of Newport 
and counted fifteen households consisting of fifty-ei^t 
souls.* Nine years later he declared there were twenty-five 
families in the town.* In 1774, a provincial census 
showed Newport to have 9,209 inhabitants,* but a search 
among the census sheets reveals only one hundred and 
twenty-one Jewish men, women and children at New- 
port.*® Certain Jewish residents seemed to have been 
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omitted from the list, but it is safe to say that the Jews 
did not number more than two per cent of the popu- 
lation. 

This is quite different from the fantastic figures later 
assigned to the Jews of Newport. Governor William 
C. Cozzens declared in an address in 1863 that “some 
hundreds of wealthy Israelites” had moved to Newport 
between 1750 and 1760.“ H. T. Tuckerman could write in 
Harper's New Monthly of 1869 that the synagogue had 
“boasted eleven hundred and seventy-five worshipers.”“ 
(The tiny building could have accommodated this throng 
only in relays.) Even a recent writer has stated that 
“there were about two hundred Jewish families in New- 
port” on the eve of the Revolution.** 

The economic life of the Jews centered in ships, 
shops and warehouses, and the leading citizens of the 
conununity were merchants. Jewish vessels hailing from 
Newport visited harbors the length of the Atlantic coast 
and frequented the West Indian islands in great numbers, 
exchanging New England products for sugar and molas- 
ses. Some of the ships pursued the infamous triangular 
route,- suling to Africa to buy kidnaped slaves with 
Newport rum, exchanging the human cargoes for molasses 
in Jamaica, and returning home with the ingredients for 
more rum.“ That was before the sufferings of the unhappy 
blacks had excited compassion. 

Whaling was another of the shipowners’ interests, and 
Jacob Rodriguez Riveira is said to have introduced the 
manufacture of candles from spermaceti brought into 
Newport.** (^t of this new industry came in 1761 the 




IxrERIOR OF IHE SVNAGOGUE, NEWPORT, R. I. 



Jacob Rodriguez Rivera 

portrait by Gilbert Stuart 



EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY RHODE ISLAND 


51 


organization of the 'United Company of Spermaceti 
Candlers, an early form of the American trust. The 
members divided the spermaceti among themselves and 
controlled prices. Both in the original agreement and 
later cartel of 1763 Jewish names were prominent. Four 
of the eight participating in the second instrument were 
Jews.** 

The outstanding Jewish merchants belonged to the 
Lopez family, which had originated in Portugal where its 
members had formerly lived as Marranos. The first of the 
family to come to Newport was Moses Lopez, who had 
been naturalized in New York in 1740.** For some years 
he translated Spanish letters and papers for the govern- 
ment without accepting fees, and in 1750 he petitioned the 
Assembly to exempt him from all other personal duties in 
the colony because of this special form of service. The 
favor was granted.** In 1753 he petitioned the Assembly 
again, this time for the right to manufacture potash by a 
secret process, and he was given a ten-year monopoly 
in the field.** 

Far more important than Moses was his young half- 
brother, Aaron, who came to Newport in 1752.*® Through 
his papers in the Newport Historical Society, we may 
trace his career from its modest beginnings up to the time 
when he owned more than thirty vessels, in whole or in 
part, just before the Revolution.** Lopez was one of those 
entering the spermaceti combine,** and later he undertook 
to ship goods to Bristol, England. This project proved 
very unwise and resulted in his owing Henry Cruger, his 
agent there, almost eleven thousand pounds in 1767.** 
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Lopez did not repudiate the obligation. Instead he 
pursued an s^ressive policy of opening up new trade 
a>ntacts in Jamaica and elsewhere. By diversifying his 
interests, he added to the success which now rewarded his 
efiForts. In time he not only pdd his debt to Bristol, but 
he became the leading shipowner in Newport. 

Ezra Stiles was of the opinion that there was no mer- 
chant in America whose trade was more extensive.*^ But 
he respected Lopez more for character than for gold. After 
the Revolution had destroyed his commerce and his 
wealth,” Lopez met his death in a carriage accident in 
1782. Stiles, who was now president of Yale, wrote a 
eulogy that approached almost the limit of hyperbole. He 
called him: 

that amiable, benevolent, most hospitable & very 
respectable gentleman . . . Without a single Enemy & 
the most universally beloved by an extensive Acquain- 
tance of any man I ever knew. His Beneficence to his 
Fami* Connexions, to his Nation, & to all the World 
is at most without • Parallel.** 

It is worth while citing this fulsome eulogy of Stiles even 
though we get somewhat ahead of our story, for it aug- 
ments the character and reputation of a man who was 
made the victim of an outrageous piece of discrimination 
when he sought to become naturalized. The procedure 
should have been an easy one. In compliance with an act 
of Parliament of 1740, to benefit Protestants and Jews who 
lived in an English colony for seven years, it should have 
been possible to become a British subject by appearing in 
court with the proper proofe. Jews were exempt fitmi 
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communion and were not reouired to swear upon the 
“true faith of a Christian.” 

James Lucena of Newport, formerly of Portugal, 
secured his naturalization at the hands of the Rhode 
Island General Assembly in December, 1760, apparendy 
wthout difficulty.*’' When Aaron Lopez and Isaac RliTpr 
sought to do the same the following year, conditions had 
radically changed. Lopez was not yet the great merchant 
prince of later years, but his integrity was surely well 
knowli. This humiliating experience was a black mark on 
the government of the province which has never been 
satisfactorily explained. 

The affair began in 1761 when the two men applied to 
the Superior Court for naturalization.** They were given 
no satisfaction. Then they turned to the General Assem- 
bly for aid. The lower house voted on October 30 that 
their petition would be granted if they appeared before the 
Superior Court and took the oath of allegiance. The 
legislators, however, wanted Lopez to understand clearly 
that he was not to enjoy the privileges of a freeman: 

Inasmuch as the said Aaron Lopez hath declared 
himself by religion a Jew [they stated], this Assembly 
doth not admit himself nor any other of that religion 
to the full freedom of this Colony. So that the said 
Aaron Lopez nor any other of said religion is not 
liable to be chosen into any office in this Colony nor 
allowed to give vote as a free man in choosing others.** 

£ven this grudging and limited recognition of the 
petitioner’s rights did not receive the concurrence of the 
upper house. That body considered the matters of 
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naturalizadon beyond the Assembly’s province (Lucena’s 
case the year before nothwithstanding). The act of 
Parliament had stipulated that the courts were to be 
the instruments of naturalization, and so Lopez and 
Elizer were shunted back to the Superior Court for satis- 
faction.*® 

The court now considered the applications and rendered 
its amadng decision on March 11, 1762. Ezra Stiles, the 
ubiquitous, was present on this momentous occasion, and 
he was so impressed that he gave a description of the 
proceedings in his Itineraries. Posterity can enjoy a 
dramatic courtroom scene by reading his account. He 
wrote; 

And on the Eleventh Day of March 1762 Sentence was 
pronounced upon the Criminals successively brot to 
the Bar; first upon Jnp. Sherman a noted Thief & 
Burglar for Burglary, sentenced to be hanged; secondly 
upon Fortune an abandoned Negro who set Fire to the 
Warehouses at End Long Wharf 19th. Feb^. which did 
Damage £5,000. ster. & endangered the Conflagration 
of the Town, sentenced to be hanged; Thirdly upon — 
Lawton for Perjury in swearing to an acco*. which he 
had falsely forged against another, sentenced to the 
Pillory &c . . . And then the Jews were called to hear 
their almost equally mortifying sentence and Judg*; 
which dismissed their Petition for Naturalization. 
Whether this was designedly, or accidental in pro- 
ceeding upon the Business of Court I dont leam.“ 

Stiles took the trouble of copying down the verdict of 
the court. It declared that the Act of 1740 had been 
designed to increase the population of the colonies. 
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Inasmuch as Rhode Island had become so crowded that 
some of its residents had settled in Nova Scotia, the act 
did not apply there. 

Further [said the court] by the charter granted to this 
colony, it appears that the free and quiet enjoyment of 
the Christain religion and a desire of propagating the 
same were the the principal views with which this 
colony was settled, and by a law made and passed in 
the year 1663, no person who does not profess the 
Christian religion can be admitted free in this colony. 
This court, therefore, unanimously dismiss this 
petition as wholly inconsistent with the first principles 
upon which the colony was founded and a law of the 
same now in force.** 

Stiles felt the action of the court warranted some 
philosophical observations on the Jewish question. He 
wrote: 

I remark that Providence seems to make every Thing 
to work for Mortification to the Jews, & to prevent 
their incorporating into any Nation; that thus they 
may continue a distinct people.** 

It seemed to him that popular resentment had brought 
about the revocation of the rights of naturalization 
briefly enjoyed by the Jews of England, and the tumult 
over the same question in New York.** This situation, he 
ssud, “forebodes that the Jews will never become incor- 
porated with the people of America, any more than in 
Europe, Asia, and Africa.”** 

Samuel Arnold, the author of the nineteenth-century 
History of Rhode Island, which is still the standard work on 
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the subject, was unsparing in his judgment of the court’s 
opinion. 

The decision in the case of Lopez [he wrote] appears 
irregular in every respect. It subverts an act of Parlia^ 
ment, violates the spirit of the charter, enunciates 
principles never acted upon in the colony, and finally 
^smisses the case on a false issue.** 

He could find only one ground to explain it all — ^party 
spirit resulting from the feud between Chief Justice Ward 
and Governor Hopkins. “Some of the details of that 
contest, herein recorded, exhibit as gross violations of 
right and of usage as does this decision, but none so 
utterly absurd,” wrote Arnold.** Today one is not quite as 
certain as he was just what interpretation of the court’s 
arbitrary verdict would be correct. 

Lopez was no doubt outraged by the cavalier treatment 
administered by the judges, but he was not dismayed; for 
he immediately instituted action to secure in Massa- 
chusetts the naturalization denied in Rhode Island. On 
March 29 — just eighteen days after the defeat in Rhode 
Island — ^Lopez’s Boston agent, Henry Lloyd, was already 
writing about some special inquiries he had made. His 
relative, it appears, was surveyor-general, and the latter 
had learned from the governor and chief justice of 
Massachusetts Bay that all that Lopez needed was a 
certificate, with a Rhode Island seal, attesting to his 
seven-years’ residence there. With such credentials 
Massachusetts would allow him to take the oath of 
allegiance. 

Mr. Uoyd also turned to Sam Fitch, a local attorney at 
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law, for advice. The lawyer stated that it was necessary 
for Lopez to establish residence in Massachusetts before he 
could appear at the session of the Superior Court where the 
oath would be administered. Lloyd’s own advice was for 
Ix)pez to consult with the chief justice himself on his next 
visit to Boston.** 

Lopez retained Fitch to advise him on arrangements to 
be made before his coveted naturalization could be at- 
tained. He had to transport his family to Swansea, across 
the Massachusetts line, to comply with the residential 
requirements, and a troublesome job it must have been 
both for him and Mrs. Lopez. 

Fitch directed Lopez and Elizer to bring to the court 
session at Taunton sworn proofs that they had lived at 
least seven years in Rhode Island and also witnesses whose 
depositions might be taken in open court. He also 
reminded them in his letter that they should “remember 
without fail” to take along the text of the Naturalization 
Law of 1740 and the wording of the oath prescribed for 
Jews, “as there will be no books at Taxmton.”** 

On October 12, Lopez appeared before the Superior 
Court in Taunton. Elizer, perhaps discouraged by the 
aimoying requirements of a Massachusetts residence, did 
not accompany him. Lopez produced a certificate from 
“the Honble John Gardner Esq. Deputy Governor of the 
English Colony of Rhode Island & Providence Plantations 
in New England in America,” declaring “that Aaron 
Lopez and Isaac Hizer two gentlemen professing the 
Jewish Religion,” had lived for seven years in the colony 
and had “ever deported themselves as good and loyal 
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subjects of his Britannic Majesty.”*" (Apparendy Gardner 
overlooked the fact that they were as yet unnaturalized.) 

Following his naturalization at Taunton, Lopez resumed 
his reddence at Newport and did not return to Massa- 
chusetts to live tmtil the British captured Newport 
during the Revolution, and he, a staunch patriot, fled to 
Leicester. It was while returning to Newport after the 
war was over that Lopez met his death. 

As for Elizer, he secured his naturalization in a dif- 
ferent fashion. After failure in Rhode Island and dis- 
couragement 'in Massachusetts, he turned to New York 
for satisfaction and finally took the oath of allegiance, 
July 23, 1763.« 

The Lopez naturalization case highlights the inferior 
status of the Jews of Rhode Island at this time. They 
might enjoy equal economic opportunity and freedom of 
worship without the necessity of supporting a state church 
by their taxes; but they were second class citizens who 
could not vote or hold oflic^ whose rights might be fiirther 
abridged at the whim of Court or Assembly. To say that 
their pride was hurt is not mere surmise, as is proved by 
the case of Moses M. Hays of Newport who was unjustly 
accused of being a loyalist in 1776. When asked to 
subscribe to the Test, he refused, although he favored the 
patriot cause, he stated. But, he went on to declare, *T am 
an Israelite and I am not allowed the liberty of a vote, or 
voice in common with the rest of the voters, though con- 
ristent with the Constitution.”** 

It would be unfair to suggest that the Jews were re- 
garded as outcasts because of their political disabilities. 
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Nor were they treated in society as though they belonged 
to lesser breeds without the law, for much good will 
between Jew and Christian. We note, for example, that 
when Rabbi Hayim Carrigal preached in the synagogue 
on Shabu'ot, 1773, Governor Wanton and other high 
officials of the colony looked on.« Of course, Ezra Stiles 
was present too, and by way of reciprocity the Palestine 
leader occupied a pew in the Congregational church while 
Dr. Stiles delivered one of his long New England ser- 
mons.** 

Newport Jews also participated in the cultural life of the 
community. Two of them, Moses Lopez and Abraham 
Hart, joined the company when the historic Redwood 
Library was incorporated in 1747. 

From the viewpoint of culture, the greatest achievement 
in eighteenth-century Rhode Island was the founding of 
Brown University. The Newport community did not 
appear to play a role in the furthering of this institution, 
but other Jews did. The story of the early link between 
American Jews and the fledgling collie is refreshing, not 
only as a contrast to the shabby treatment of Lopez, 
but also because it dramatizes some of the differences 
between American and English universities during the 
period. 

Like the other eight colleges on American soil before the 
Revolution, Brown welcomed students of all reli^ous 
predilections.** One must not imagine that a sectarian 
spirit was lacking in the higher education of the eighteenth 
century. Just as Harvard and Yale were under Congrega- 
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tional control, and King’s Collie (Columbia) was 
Episcopalian, and the College of New Jersey (Princeton) 
was Presbyterian, so Brown was the answer to a Baptist 
yearning for self-expression in the field of higher educa- 
tion. 

The charter which the fledgling institution, later to 
become Brown University, secured from the General 
Assembly was a broad document. It declared that the new 
academy was to be a “Liberal & Catholic Institution,” 
without religious tests, where “full free Absolute and 
uninterrupted Liberty of Conscience” might be enjoyed." 
The program of the College of Rhode Island was in no 
sense revolutionary or unique, but nowhere else was a 
more enlightened conception of the roles of religion and 
education embodied. 

It goes without saying that the charter welcomed 
youths of every faith and assured them equally generous 
treatment during residence, whatever their beliefs. It 
was only slightly less liberal regarding the religious back- 
ground of professors and other college officers, who might 
be drawn from all denominations of Protestants. This 
was not generally considered as a form of sectarian bias, 
for the exclusion of Catholics was axiomatic at the time. 
What was perhaps more out of the ordinary in the case 
of the College of Rhode Island was the fact that the 
charter prohibited religious instruction of a sectarian 
nature. This seems surprising in view of the fact that 
the institution was under Baptist direction.*^ 

Rhode Island College was handicapped at the start 
by the fact that it was without the prestige which the 



EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY RHODE ISLAND 


61 


older collies had won through the years. When it opened 
its doors at Warren, Rhode Island, in 1765, it began its 
career with one student.** Up to 1769 only twenty-nine 
students had been matriculated.** The new school was 
not only short of pupils, it was also short of funds. For- 
tunately, it possessed an able and youthful president in 
the person of James Manning, who set about to create 
an adequate endowment. Canvassers were authorized 
to collect funds, among them the Rev. Morgan Edwards 
who spent a year in Great Britain and Ireland.®* In 1769 
the Rev. Hezekiah Smith sailed to Charleston to obtain 
contributions from merchants and planters in South 
Carolina and Georgia.®* One of those approached was 
Moses Lindo. 

Lindo came to Charleston from England in 1756,®* 
turned planter and also acted as a merchant specializing 
in indigo for export. His superiority in his chosen field 
won him the office of “Surveyor and Inspector-General 
of Indigo, Drugs, and Dyes.”®* Lindo was gready im- 
pressed by Hezekiah Smith's account of the school at 
Warren with its atmosphere of tolerance and enlighten- 
ment. He gladly joined the local patrons by pledging 
twenty pounds South Carolina curency. This was the 
equivalent of less than three povmds sterling.®* 

The enthusiasm inspired by Smith is echoed in the 
letter Lindo wrote his New York agents, Messrs. Sampson 
and Solomon Simson. (The name of this firm was worthy 
of a place in a novel by Dickens.) Under the date of 
April 17, 1770, he asked them to send five pounds York 
currency, which was the value of the twenty pounds 
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S<Mith Carolina, that he had pledged to the trustees ot 
the “New College.” He wrote; 

The Reason yt “ Induces me to be a Benefactor to 
this College is y"^ having no objection of Admitting 
y*** Youth of our Nation without Interference in Prin- 
cipals of Religion. If so my donation shall exceed 
beyond y* bounds of ^ Imagination — 

(Lindo was familiar with the practice of English uni- 
versities in excluding Jews, but he did not seem to realize 
that American colleges had no such barriers.) 

The letter continued in a mellow vein as the writer 
recalled his salad days at school in England. 

I presume this College is like Merchant Taylor’s 
School in London where I went every day for three 
Years as well as two of my Brothers from nine to one 
O’clock. There was at ye time above 800 boys. Sons 
of ye principal Merchants & trading people in ye 
City. I have lived to see two Lord Mayors & seven 
aldermen, & many toping merchants my School- 
Fellows. — Which I assure you was no small service 
to me when I was a Broker on ye Royal Exchange — .*• 

Lindo displayed an imderstandable pride in his con- 
tacts with the great at the Merchant Taylors’ School. 
One is a little surprised therefore to find none of the three 
Lindo brothers listed in the raster of that ancient semi- 
nary.‘* Mr. Girlen, headmaster of the school, writes that 
Jews were excluded from the student body from 1731 to 
1761 by order of the court. However, he states that he 
feels sure, “That if Lindo and his brothers had been 
puffils here before 1731, or after the rescinding of the 
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order, they would not have been missing from the Ras- 
ter, which, as far as the dghteenth century goes, is, I 
believe, very complete.”** 

A copy of Lindo’s letter was received by the Rev. 
Hezekiah Smith, and we can imagine with what excite- 
ment the message was heard by the trustees and fellows 
of Rhode Island College. When the annual meeting was 
hdd at Providence (for the first time) on September 6, 
1770, they voted; 

That the children of JEWS may be admitted into 
this Institution and intirdy enjoy the freedom of 
their own Religion, without any Constrdnt or Imposi- 
tion whatever.*^ 

The trustees were undoubtedly anxious to get a share 
of the Lindo largess, but for some reason they ddayed 
almost four months before writing him of their vote. 
Then they sent a lengthy letter, dated January 1, 1771, 
which began as follows: 

Sir 

The College, now building at Providence in the 
Colony of Rhode Island, is instituted upon the most 
catholic, and benevolent Principles that could be 
devised, being designed, solely, for training up Youth 
in the Practice of Virtue and the Knowledge of the 
useful Arts and Sciences: and not to initiate them in 
wrangling, polemical Questions, and useless Disputes; 
accordingly it is provided in the Charter, by which 
this Institution is incorporated, that the Scholars 
shall be put under no religious Tests, or Restraints 
whatsoever; but shall be absolutely free, and have 
full Liberty, to attend their own Forms of public and 
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private Devotion; and without Hindrance, or Inter- 
ruption, worship God in the Way they, or their Parents 
may think best. 

With this introductory statement out of the way, the 
trustees went on to consider Mr. Lindo’s oflFer. The 
institution was free and open, they declared, and at their 
business meeting “they had particularly noted” the state- 
ment that, if the youth of the Jewish nation were freely 
admitted, Lindo’s donation would “exceed beyond the 
Bounds of their imagination.” 

The letter proceeded: 

Upon Consideration ot your Letter and what Mr 
Smith added upon the same Subject, the Corporation 
came to a Resolution, which they entered on their 
Journals, that all such Youths of the Jewish Nation 
and Religion, as shall offer themselves for that Pur- 
pose, shall be received, and admitted into College 
Standing, on the same Terms as Christian Youth are 
there received: that they shall during their Continu- 
ance there, enjoy equal Priviledges & Advantages in 
all Respects with others, and shall be permitted freely 
to enjoy their own Sabbaths, Feasts and Fasts, with- 
out Hindrance, or Molestation; and shall not be 
compelled, or called upon, to attend any Christian 
Worship or Service whatever. And the same exact 
Care shall be taken of their Morals as of other Youth 
in this Seminary; and also, that all the Honors, Advan- 
tages, and literary Degrees shall at all times be con- 
ferred upon them, as are upon other Students in 
College, according to their Standing & Proficiency 
in Learning. 

Further, it hath been thought fit to inform you, tha^ 
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at any Time hereafter, when there is a sufficient 
Number of Jewish Scholars in this College to defray 
the Expense, they may, if they choose it, have a 
Tutor of their own Religion, who may have the im- 
mediate Care of their Education, subject to the Direc- 
tion and Revision of the President. Unless they 
should prefer raising a Fund, and establishing a 
Professor of the Hebrew, & Oriental Languages, either 
of which, or both, to us, will be equally agreeable. 

This was a noteworthy statement of broadmindedness. 
It is especially significant in view of the fact that the 
college charter had limited the faculty to Protestants, 
and is one more indication that, with ail the fury directed 
at the Catholics at the time, Jews might even be con- 
sidered part of the Protestant camp. At any rate, the 
welcome extended Jewish students was worthy of the 
founder of Providence, Roger Williams. 

The concluding paragraph of the letter reads as follows: 

This Collie has as delightful a Situation, and as 
healthful an Air as any in America: the Morals of the 
Youth will be as safe, and their living as good and as 
cheap, as in any Part of the Continent. We wish you 
therefore to become a further Friend to this infant 
Institution; which can chiefly be done by supplying 
it with many Scholars; and in the next Place by 
generous Donations towards endowing it; for which 
last Purpose we have inclosed a Subscription Book, 
which together with this Letter, we hope you will 
recommend to your Friends, in the way you may 
think best on the whole matter.** 

The coll^ needed further endowment badly, but 
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much as Lindo’s money might be welcome, it would be 
cruelly unjust for us to accuse the trustees of carrying 
out a policy of expediency. A historian of Brown has 
remarked: “The Corporation must have known, however, 
that catholicity might repel as well as attract ^fts.”** 
As for Undo’s philanthropy, he never made good on his 
pledge to provide generously for Rhode Island Coll^e.“ 
Under .these circumstances, it is surprising to learn 
that the school proceeded to formulate an even more 
advanced policy to protect the rights of any Jewish 
students enrolled. This was made clear in the college 
laws of 1774 which provided: 

That every Student attend publick Worship every 
first Day of the Week steadily at such Places as he, 
his Parents or Guardians shall think proper; provided 
that any who do not attend with any Officers of 
Instruction, produce Vouchers when Demanded of 
his steady & orderly Attendance. 

N. B. — Such as regularly & statedly keep the 
Seventh Day, as a Sabbath, are excepted from this 
Law; & are only required to abstain fi:t>m Secular 
Concerns which would interrupt their fellow Stu- 
dents.** 

One might aigue that such regulations did not have 
Jews alone in mind. Seventh-Day Baptists were also 
Sabbath observers. There is, however, no mistake about 
the intent of a later section which reads as follows: 


That if any Student of this Collie shall deny the 
being of a God, the Existence of Virtue and Wee; or 
that the Books of the old and new Testament are of 
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divine Authority, or Suggest any Scruples of that 
Nature or circulate Books of such pernicious Ten- 
dency, or frequent the Company of those who are 
known to favour such fatal Errors, He shall for the 
second Offence be absolutely and forever expelld 
from this College. Young gentlemen of the Hebrew 
nation are to be excepted from this Law.** 

Even a hasty reading of this paragraph makes it dear 
that Jews might be atheists and destroyers of morality 
vdth impunity, while all others showing such tendencies 
would be expelled from college for the second offense. 
This was liberalism carried ad absurdum. 

The authorities came to realize the flaw in their dis- 
cipline. Following a long recess which the Revolution 
brought about, the school resumed and in 1783 set up a 
new code of student laws. Again there was a rule provid- 
ing for the expulsion of students guilty or irreligion. It 
was followed by this statement: 

Young gentlemen of the Hebrew Nation are to be 
exempted from this Law, so far as it relates to the 
New Testament and its authenticity.*^ 

There is an ironical aspect about all the precautions 
which Rhode Island College took to protect and safe- 
guard Jewish students in the exercise of their religion. 
No Jewish lad ever matriculated until long after the 
institution had changed its name to Brown. This paradox 
may be readily explained. 

Merchants’ sons who might follow in their fathers’ 
footsteps did not receive an academic education in those 
days. Collies catered primarily to prospective clergy- 
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tnoi and attorneys, and Jews at that time were business- 
men, not ministers or lawyers. Moreover, outside of the 
conununity of Newport, which rapidly languished and 
died after the Revolution, there was no appreciable com- 
munity within an easy radius of Providence. 

Whether or not a Jewish student ever sat at the feet 
of James Manning does not really matter. In the twen- 
tieth-century quest of freedom and democracy. Brown’s 
early record should constitute a blueprint for our times. 
That venerable institution on the hill overlooking Provi- 
dence pursued a religious philosophy so broad, so en- 
lightened, so universal, that its campus might well be 
described as holy ground. 



Aaron Lopez 





A View of New Amsterdam in 1626—8 



CHAPTER V 


TEN YEARS UNDER PETER STUYVESANT 

W HEN the first Jews arrived in the New Amsterdam 
which Peter Stuyvesant ruled, the view from the 
ship could hardly have been impressive. In the year 
1654, the town was a Dutch village clustering at the tip 
of Manhattan Island, with a population of less than a 
thousand.^ There was a fort, to be sure, and also a di- 
minutive church, and a tavern recently converted into 
the stadt huis.^ Among the straggling rows of buildings, 
one out of every four was a taphouse, according to the 
count of the director-general himself.® 

The elaborate provisions for toping were suggestive 
of the frontier; and the frontier, as everyone knows, was 
a place where life was dynamic and feuds and rancors 
burned fiercely. There was no Arcadian calm in New 
Netherland to prove an exception to the tradition. Under 
‘‘the misrule of Peter Stuyvesant,^^ as Channing called 
it,^ constant strife flared between the governor and the 
Nine Men, who were named to be his advisers as repre- 
sentatives of the people. They knew that Stuyvesant 
cared little or nothing for the interests of the citizenry 
who had crossed the ocean to settle the province. His 
efforts were all expended for the benefit of his masters, 

the directors of the West India Company, who sat in 
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thdr commodious o£Eces in Amsterdam. In the white 
heat of their resentment, the Nine Men finally appealed 
for redress to the States-General of the Netherlands 
because of the tyranny, the ruinous taxes, and the neglect 
of religion and education to which they had to submit.* 
Some small concessions were the result. 

The tumult that existed in the fields of politics and 
commerce also extended to matters of religion. No one 
could complain, however, that the provisions for ecclesi- 
astical affairs were not explicit. There was a perfect 
understanding between the governor and the church — 
in this case the Dutch Reformed. No other religion was 
to be publicly admitted, according to the Charter of 
Freedoms and Exemptions granted by the West India 
Company in 1640.* In addition, the authorities were 
expected to promote the interests of the dominant sect. 
The Nine Men were not only appointed to represent the 
people; they were also required to promote “the preser- 
vation of the pure Reformed Religion.” Members of the 
municipal court of New Amsterdam likewise swore “to 
help maintain the true Reformed Religion and to suffer 
no other.” As matters stood, a dissenter could not even be 
clerk of the court without doing violence to his con- 
science.* 

Church and state were thus yoked together. Dissent- 
ing religions could hold no worship outside of the family 
circle. A map who was a heretic in the eyes of the Re- 
formed Church might not serve in ofiice. Meanwhile 
the population of the colony was growing more and more 
cosmopolitan. As the membership of divergent faiths 
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increased, friction with the clerical and lay authorities 
was bound to occur. 

Stuyvesant matched the local clet^ in a zeal for the 
one faith that merited the applause of the classis in 
Amsterdam. The directors of the Company also were 
in sympathy with the religious program, although they 
were obliged to warn the governor that he should mod- 
erate his crusading ardor for the sake of expediency.* 

It was the Dutch Lutherans who first made an issue 
of the right to public worship. For some time many of 
their number had joined in the devotions of the Reformed 
Church,* and the directors of the Company even dared 
cherish the hope that they would be completely won 
over to the dominant faith.“ But the Lutherans were 
not satisfied. Time and again they petitioned for the 
right to bring over a minister of their own denomination 
from HoUand.^^ Stuyvesant is said to have declared he 
would rather resign than make such a concession," and 
our scanty records suggest that he clapped some of the 
Lutherans into prison, for which he was roimdly criti- 
cized by his superiors." The directors were emphatic in 
their answer to the pleas of the Lutherans, however; 
they declared in March, 1654, that the members of the 
church were to have neither public worship nor a minis- 
ter of their own." 

But the Lutherans did not flag in their efforts. If they 
were entitled to their own clergy at home, they argued, 
they should be afforded the same privilege in the New 
World." Their perseverance was all but crowned with 
success. The directors of Amsterdam weakened, and 
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agreed to dose their eyes to a violation of the rules.** 
A minister accordingly sailed for New Netherlands” and 
the Lutherans were happy; but they had bargained 
without the thought of the dassis of Amsterdamj ardent 
defender of the True Faith. This body exerted such 
pressure upon the directors of the Company that they 
had reason to repent of their generosity,** and the hap- 
less deigyman was forced to sail home agdn.** This was 
as far as the Lutherans got under Dutch rule. 

If such treatment was accorded Dutch dissenters, 
what success could the various English groups in the 
province hope for? As a matter of fact, the Dutch divided 
these newcomers into three groups for each of which 
there was a different policy. 

Most of the settlers were Presbyterians and Congre- 
^tionalists who were permitted to build thdr own 
churches with the support and sympathy of the au- 
thorities.*® In the sight of Reformed, both of these 
organizations were orthodox, particularly the Presby- 
terians, who enjoyed the same ecclesiastical government 
as the Dutch Church.** The settlers belonging to these 
two sects were accordingly treated as coreligionists and 
granted full religious rights. As Zwierlein put it; “They 
were not granted . . . freedom of religion, but freedom 
of their religion.”** 

The second group was the bulk of English dissenters, 
unorthodox in doctrine and polity, who were suffered 
rather than welcomed.' These men might carry out their 
religion as consdence dictated within the privacy of 
their homes, but they were courting disaster if they 
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attempted public worship. When the Reformed divines 
denounced the services conducted by unauthorized per- 
sons on Long Island,** a proclamation was issued by the 
governor and council threatening dire punishment for 
such reli^ous meetings. Those who officiated were to 
be fined one hundred pounds Flemish, while those in 
attendance were to pay a fourth of that amount.** Before 
many months had passed, a poor cobbler of Flushing, 
claiming a commission from Christ to go out and baptize 
people, was driven from the province for his pains.** 

The Quakers, those “instruments of Satan,” formed 
the third division of English settlers and courted martyr- 
dom when they entered New Netherland to defy the 
authorities with their aggressive propaganda. Many of 
them were arrested and expelled. Ships that landed 
Quakers were subject to confiscation, and the penalty 
for harboring one for a single night was fifty pounds.** 
But their cause flourished under persecution. 

Stuyvesant tried severe measures. A Quaker preacher 
named Hodgson was sentenced to two years’ hard labor 
at a wheelbarrow. He refused to work, and in conse- 
quence was so horribly tortured that citizens, hardened 
though they were to the brutalities of the seventeenth 
century, cried out in protest.** Although the policy of 
arrests, fines and expulsions continued, we find the magis- 
trates of Rustdorp (Jamaica) complaining, in 1662, that 
the majority of the inhabitants of their vill^e were 
“followers of the abominable sect.”** 

Even harsher punishments were contemplated. But 
the directors of the Company, who themselves had scant 
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use for Quakers, finally stayed the hand of the governor. 
They ordered him to follow the more expedient and 
tolerant ways of the city of Amsterdam as good policy 
in building up a weak and underpopulated province. 
With this, in 1663, the Quaker persecution came to an 
end.** 

So much for general religious conditions in the colony. 
What was to be the fate of the Jews in New Netherland? 

The Jews were not welcomed. They were no more 
wanted in the province than in various cities of the 
mother country which closed dieir gates to them during 
the period. However, as we shall presently see, the New 
World Dutch were not to succeed in their policy of exclu- 
sion as the cities at home had done. Strangly enough, 
the handful of Jews who approached New Amsterdam 
had weapons and resources that exacted a grudging sur- 
render from the numerous foes who opposed their settle- 
ment and for a long time denied them even the bare right 
to earn a living. 

As one studies the records of the period, it seems as 
though there were not a single friend of the Jews among 
aU the people in the colony. Not once is anyone men- 
tioned as rising to plead the cause of these strangers; 
but we note how burgomasters and train-bands, how 
clergy and governor, were all agmnst the Jews. 

In the case of Stuyvesant, it is interesting to speculate 
to what degree he had been soured as a result of a recent 
experience with Jews on the island of Curasao. Among 
Stu]rvesant’s duties was the government of that distant 
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possession by remote control from New Amsterdam. 
Curasao was not prospering, and the Company had even 
considered abandoning it as a liability. At this rime, a 
Jew, Jan de Ilian, approached the directors with an offer 
to settle in Curagao colonists who would cultivate tobacco, 
indigo and other crops. In return, he should be granted 
the rights of patroon. Stuyvesant gave his approval to 
the project,*® and the directors consented, but not with- 
out a measure of skepticism concerning the outcome.** 

Before long, reports were received that the Jewish 
settlers had abandoned agriculture. Instead, they were 
exporting horses and lumber from the Company’s pre- 
serves** and were importing goods which they sold to the 
inhabitants at extortionate prices, it was said.** Stuy- 
vesant had welcomed these Jews to Curagao, no doubt, 
because they represented a much needed farming element. 
His disappointment over their commercial propensities 
was not calculated to make the reception of their fellow 
Jews on Manhattan Island any easier. At any rate, these 
reached New Amsterdam in the midst of the resentment 
that must have filled Stuyvesant’s heart with pious 
indignation. 

The newcomers came during 1654 in two groups. Dur- 
ing the summer, some Jews, anxious to trade, appeared 
in the colony.** That is practically all we know about 
them, but it is very likely that they belonged to the class 
of itinerants who came to New Netherland to barter for 
fru 3 and then returned home again with rich profits in 
peltries. This class of merchant was r^arded with strong 
dislike by the permanent inhabitants of the province. 
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who resented the way the transients sailed off with the 
cream of the profits, while the burghers stayed home to 
endure the perils and hardships of colonial life.** Jacob 
Barsimson, who arrived in August, was the only one of 
the first group of Jews who is known by name,** and he 
seems likewise to have been the only one to establish a 
permanent home in New Amsterdam. 

The second group, arriving at the beg i n ni ng of Sep- 
tember, provoked a storm. First, there were twenty- 
three of them, and, secondly, they were frightfully poor.*’' 
They arrived on board the Saint Charles^ also referred 
as the Saint Catrina in court records.** Their port of 
origin was Cape Saint Anthony, which cannot be satis- 
factorily identified today.** 

It is believed, however, that these immigrants were 
refugees from Recife, in Brazil, which had just been 
captured by the Portuguese. The Jews who had dwelt 
there under Dutch rule were now compelled to go into 
exile. To be sure, the terms of surrender had stipulated 
that Jews and non-Catholics enjoyed the same right to 
remain in Recife as in Portugal. But this was an Irish 
bull. In Portugal they were regarded as heretics and 
surrendered to the Holy Inquisition for trial.*® Threat- 
ened with the flames of the auto-da-f6, the Jews scat- 
tered, and we may believe that one shipload of fugitives 
made its way to New Amsterdam. 

The Jewish passengers on the Saint Charles were 
described by the Reverend Megapolensis as “healthy, 
but poor.”** Poor they were — so poor, in fact, that the 
ship’s captain, Jacques de la Motthe, had them haled 
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into court for failure to pay their passage money in foil. 
When arranging for the voyage, they had made them- 
selves jointly responsible for all fares. It was a matter of 
twenty-five hundred guilders, but so far only 933 had 
been paid. The court ordered that the goods of the Jews 
should be seized and publicly sold to pay the debt.® 
When this decree was carried out, it developed that all 
their belongings were not sufficient to satisfy the judg- 
ment. The plaintiff now demanded that two of the Jews 
be held in jail until the entire account was settled, and 
David Israel and Moses Ambrosius were chosen as 
sureties." They were probably released when funds 
arrived from Holland." 

Meanwhile the Jews of New Amsterdam were in des- 
perate straits. All their goods had been sold to satisfy 
their creditor, and they were penniless in a strange land. 
With a show of resentment, the church authorities had 
to feed them at a cost of several himdred guilders. Pastor 
Megapolensis wrote Amsterdam that the Jews came to 
his house several times “weeping and bemoaning their 
misery.” He suggested that they go for aid “to the Jew- 
ish merchant” (probably Barsimson who was shown by 
the tax records to have been a very poor man himself)," 
but “they said he would not lend them a single stiver.”" 
One can well imagine the anger of the deaconry as they 
disbursed the money of the chimch for these alien, tm- 
believing Jews. 

As Stuyvesant saw the problem, there was only one 
solution: The Jews must go! Accordingly, six days after 
the two hostages had been imprisoned for the unpaid 
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debt, we find the governor writing the Amsterdam Cham- 
ber of the West India Company that the deaconry had 
“in a nice way” ordered the Jews to depart, even though 
most of the penniless wretches preferred to remmn. (As 
if they could go anywhere else!) These Jews, he pointed 
out, were poor and might become a charge on the com- 
munity. Indeed, this came true when the deaconry 
assumed their care. Moreover, Stuyvesant argued, the 
Jews were notorious for “their usury and deceitful trading 
with the Christians,” and they were repugnant both to 
the inferior magistrates and to the people. By way of 
conclusion, he requested “that the deceitful race — such 
hateful enemies and blasphemers of the name of Christ — ” 
should in the future not be allowed to “infect and trouble 
this new colony.”" 

Stuyvesant informed his superiors back home that the 
Jews had been order^ to go, but he apparently hesitated 
about carrying out the command. We hear of nothing 
being done to force them to leave New Amsterdam for 
some time; apparently it was thought wiser to await the 
approval of the home authorities. But events dependent 
on decisions in the motherland were slow in unfolding, 
what with the long time necessary for letters to cross the 
Atlantic and the slowness with which the directors arrived 
at their own conclusions. And so both Governor Stuy- 
vesant and the Jews accommodated themselves to a long 
wait. 

Months passed and, early in the new year, the situa- 
tion was further complicated by the arrival of more Jews 
in the province. The new immigrants had come direcdy 
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from Holland. They reported, according to Pastor 
Megapolensis, that they were the vanguard of a great 
movement of Dutch Jews who were even planning to 
build a synagc^e in New Amsterdam. This caused, 
“a great deal of complaint and murmuring” among the 
people.^* They not only had a Jewish problem on their 
hands, but one of growing proportions. 

This aggravation of the Jewish issue seems to have 
aroused the authorities from their lethargy. In March, 
1655, not very long after the new influx had appeared, 
the question of the expulsion of the Jews was laid before 
the municipal court. The Schout-Fiscab* — Cornells Van 
Tienhoven, who was dismissed in disgrace a year later — 
appeared before the burgomasters and schepensy or aider- 
men, who formed the court, and told them of the decision 
just made by the director-general and the supreme 
council. They were commanding the Jews to depart from 
the province forthwith. Then Van Tienhoven inquired 
if the members of the court had any objections. The 
burgomasters and the schepens replied that they had 
none, and that the resolution should be carried out.*® 
Still, nothing further appears to have been done regard- 
ing the expulsion of the Jews. 

At this time, too, the leading clergyman of New Am- 
sterdam, John Megapolensis, also decided to exercise 
what pressure he could on the directors in Amsterdam 
to render a decision on the Jewish question. His best 
approach was through his own superiors, the classis of 
Amsterdam; and so he wrote them, on March 18, asking 
them to use their influence in counteracting the Jewish 
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peril. He was troubled about the Jews for two reasons: 
their greed, which would injure the community eco- 
nomically, and their religion, which would do spiritual 
dami^e by increasing the variety of creeds which he saw 
bedeviling New Netherland. 

As he wrote his letter, he was inspired to eloquence: 

These people [he declared] have no other God than 
the Mammon of unrighteousness and no other aim 
than to get possession of Christian property, and to 
overcome all other merchants by dravdng all trade 
towards themselves. Therefore we request your 
Reverences to obtain from the Messrs. Directors, 
that these godless rascals, who are of no benefit to 
the country, but look at everything for their own 
profit, may be sent away from here. For as we have 
here Papists, Mennonites and Lutherans among the 
Dutch; also many Puritans or Independents, and 
many Atheists and various other servants of Baal 
among the English under this Government, who con- 
ceal themselves under the name of Christians; it 
would create a still greater confusion, if the obstinate 
and immovable Jews came to settle here.” 

Such words are typical of Megapolensis, the Catholic- 
bom zealot of the Reformed Church. Just as he had 
opposed the Lutheran effort for separate worship and 
reported Quaker activities to the authorities, so now he 
attempted to prevent the Jews from getting a foothold 
in the colony. 

Meanwhile, the interested parties were awaiting some 
word from the Dutch West India Company. No one 
could be sure what the outcome would be, but there was 
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reason to expect that the company officiak would uphold 
Stuyvesant and confirm the exile of the Jews. Only three 
years before, they had written him a letter condemning 
the Jewish people. The Jews, they had said, “are a crafty 
and generally treacherous people in whom therefore not 
too much confidence must be placed.”*^ Was that still 
their opinion and would it determine their policy? 

Fortunately for the Jews whose fate wavered in the 
balance, they also had powerful advocates abroad — the 
rich and influential Sephardic community of Amsterdam. 
It was located in the main center of the West India 
Company, and seven of its number were among the Com- 
pany’s one hundred and sixty-seven stockholders in 
1656.** As a factor in the commercial life of the city, the 
Jews were too important to go unheeded. When a “Peti- 
tion of the Jewish Nation” expressing concern over the 
refugees in New Netherland was received by the Amster- 
dam directors in January, 1655, the counterattack against 
Stuyvesant, Megapolensis and their allies began. 

The petitioners described themselves as “merchants 
of the Portugal nation residing in this city.”“ They 
argued that it would do great harm to the “Jevnsh nation” 
for the directors to put obstacles in the way of Portuguese 
Jews who desired passports that they might travel or 
live in New Netherland. What was more, such a policy 
would be “of no advantage to the general company, but 
rather dams^ng.” 

The petitioners pointed out that many Jews had lost 
their wealth in the overthrow of the Dutch power in 
Brazil, where they had loyally defended the government 
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with biocxl and treasure. Now they were penniless refu- 
gees whom the petitioners had to support at great expense. 

New Netherland, they continued, was a spacious land 
that stood in need of more loyal settlers who would 
increase tax receipts and promote trade. When the 
authorities of Amsterdam accorded the Jews the same 
rights as the other inhabitants, and the French and Eng- 
lish permitted the Jews to live and trade in their West 
Indian islands, how could the Company follow a less 
liberal course? This was all the more unjust, as many of 
the stockholders were Jews who had lost heavily in their 
investment. 

Therefore the remonstrants requested that the “Jewish 
nation” be granted the right to live in die country. In 
addition, they desired the same liberties as the other 
inhabitants, the same right to travel and trade, on con- 
(htion that they assumed similar obligadons.” 

In the face of this array of logic, sharpened by the 
allusion to the strength of the Jewish stockholders, the 
directors gave way. Preserved with the petition is a 
mar^nal note in another hand which has been identified 
as that of Hans Bontemantel, a director of the Amsterdam 
Chamber.** It reads as follows: “Granted that they may 
reside and traffic, provided that they shall not become a 
charge upon the deaconry or the Company.”*^ 

This decision was conveyed to Stuyvesant in the form 
of a letter sent on April 25, 1655, in reply to his commu- 
nication of seven months before. The directors employed 
with the governor a tact which may have been thoroughly 
sincere. They agreed “that the new territories should 
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no more be allowed to be infected by people of the Jewish 
nation, for we foresee therefrom the same difficuldes 
which you fear.” Nevertheless, after due consideration, 
they had decided that such a policy would have been 
unfair in view of Jewish sacrifices in Brazil and Jewish 
investments in the Company. Therefore, Jews were to 
be admitted to New Netherland for residence and trade, 
“provided the poor among them shall not become a 
burden to the company or to the community, but be sup- 
ported by their own nation. You will now govern your- 
self accordingly.”'* 

This result was not at all to the governor’s liking, and 
so he wrote another letter on October 30, pointing out 
the folly of according Jews tights. The letter itself has 
been lost, but we have an abstract of it which reads as 
follows: “To give liberty to the Jews will be very detri- 
mental there, because the Christians there will not be 
able at the same time to do business. Giving them liberty, 
we cannot refuse the Lutherans and Papists.”®* 

This letter, written in the midst of the Lutheran agita- 
tion for their own worship, was an artful blend of eco- 
nomic jealousy and reli^ous hatred. If the Jews conduct 
business, the Christians cannot; if they have liberty to 
trade, the Lutherans will demand liberty to worship. 
But, as was obvious to the directors, there could be no 
possible connection between giving the Jews certain 
economic and civil tights, which the Lutherans already 
enjoyed to a greater degree, and the public proclamation 
of the Augsburg Confession. 

Accordingly, they undertook to clarify this muddled 
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interpretation of Jewish privileges. In a letter dated 
March 13, 1656, they pointed out that the Jews of New 
Netherland were being granted the same civil and politi- 
cal liberties as in Holland. This did not mean, however, 
that they were entitled “to carry on their religion in 
synagc^es or gatherings.” As long as there was no 
request for such a concession, there need be no concern; 
but should the Jews be^n to press for the privilege, 
Stuyvesant was to refer the matter to the authorities 
in Amsterdam.*® 

Of course, it was useless for the Jews to hope for the 
right to conduct public worship. By the law of February 
1, 1656, there was to be no type of religious assembly, 
except family prayers, outside the confines of the estab- 
lished Church.*^ Even the Dutch Lutherans had been 
unable to break through the vested privilege of the Dutch 
Reformed Church in religious matters. Least of all 
could a denomination as hated as Judaism be expected 
to storm the barriers successfully. 

But the Jews tried. Stuyvesant wrote that they had 
many times requested the “public exercise of their abomi- 
nable reli^on,” and had been refused.*® At about the 
same time, the directors on their side were advising the 
governor that the Jews “may exercise in all quietness 
their religion within their houses,” and proposing that 
they build their homes dose together in some quarter of 
the town, as had been done in Amsterdam, so as to facili- 
tate their meeting together for prayer.** This seems to 
have been a concession going beyond the provisions of 
the law limiting the dissenters to family worship. 
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The Jews of New Amsterdam did not set up for them- 
selves a “ghetto of convenience” under Dutch rule. At 
the same time, they were never permitted to establish a 
synagogue. In one way, however, they were accorded 
quasi-recognition; a special burial-ground was set aside 
for their dead.** 

Whether or not they were permitted to establish a 
synagogue, the Jews of New Netherland had won a great 
victory in acquiring the rights conceded them by the 
directors of the West India Company. The local authori- 
ties had attempted to keep the unwelcome settlers from 
the province altogether; their superiors in Amsterdam 
not only vetoed this exclusion, but accorded the Jews 
the same rights as at home. Nevertheless, it remained 
to be seen how eflfective a command from Europe would be 
on the banks of the Hudson. A governor implacable and 
bitter, a clergy fiercely opposing every faith but its own, 
and a population bigoted and suspicious of Jews would 
not be eager to carry out the dictates from abroad. 
Attempts were made to circumscribe the opportunities 
of Jews to an extreme not justified by the provisions of 
the Company. Negroes and Indians were of course denied 
many rights, but Jews were the only European settlers 
who suffered fium economic disabilities as well as reli- 
gious handicaps.** 

In all fairness to the local authorities, it must be con- 
ceded that many of the Jewish disabilities were based 
upon precedents in Amsterdam which the directors them- 
selves invoked. In the Dutch metropolis, Jews might not 
perform military service, nor conduct retail business 
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nor work at handicrafts. It is significant that in the 
campaign for emancipation which was now opening on 
American soil, the energetic attacks of the Jews on their 
handicaps won victories over several of the disabilities 
patterned on the traditions of Amsterdam as well as 
over those imposed in the province without authority. 

One of the first battles to enlarge their tights was 
provoked by an attempt to keep them out of the guard 
and to impose a special poll tax in lieu of the service 
exacted from other citizens. This took place when elabo- 
rate preparations were being made for the opera bouffe 
war against New Sweden in August, 1655. While volun- 
teers were enlisted for the expedition with the promise 
of bonuses in case of injury,** others were required for 
guard duty at home in case the impatient Indians were 
tempted to attack New Amsterdam in the absence of 
the force. Should Jews also be allowed to mount guard? 

That question perplexed the officers of the trainbands 
of the town. Certainly all hands were needed; but it 
could not be denied that citizens experienced a certain 
disgust at the thought of serving with Jews or sharing 
the same guardhouse with them. Moreover, nowhere 
in the Netherlands, as far as known, could Jews join the 
town guard. The officers wondered whether the commu- 
nity’s need or its prejudice should gain the upper hand, 
and so they decided to refer the matter to the governor 
and the council. 

The authorities decreed that Jews were not to serve. 
Exemprion from military duty was something to be 
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coveted, however; and lest the Jews congratulate them- 
selves overmuch on their good fortune, every male of 
them between sixteen and sixty was to pay a special tax 
of sixty-five stivers a month/'f Such a tax was indeed 
discriminatory, but it was the type of humiliation that 
the Jews had known in many countries in Europe. 

That the levy was oppressive is indicated by the com- 
parison of its rate with some of the expenses of the Swed- 
ish expedition. On the same day that the Jews’ tax was 
put into effect, two pilots familiar with the Delaware 
River were engaged at the rate of three guilders per day.** 
A week’s wages for both of them was more than realized 
by what one Jew paid in six months. Or let us take 
another instance. Two days after the Jews’ levy was 
decreed, the government chartered three sloops with 
nine hands at a cost of eighteen guilders a day.** Ten 
Jews paid for a day’s expense for men and ships alike in 
less than six months. 

The poor among the Jews could not afford to pay the 
tax. In November, two of the less affluent members of 
the community, Jacob Barsimson and Asser Levy,*® 
petitioned the governor and council for either the right 
to bear arms or else exemption from the Jews’ tax, “as 
they must earn their living by manual labor.” The 
authorities rejected their request with a sneer. If the 
petitioners were insistent that they were injured by the 
regulation, they were free to leave the province and go 
anywhere anytime.” 

The tax resolution was never repealed, but it became 
a dead letter. By the spring of 1657, Asser Levy was 
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serving in the guard, like any ordinary citizen.” No 
doubt, others of his people did likewise. 

The Jews were barred from the retml trade, but they 
were in no way reconciled to the situation. The first 
trouble developed even before it was certain that they 
were to remain in New Netherland. On March 1, 1655, 
Abraham de Lucena was summoned to court on two 
charges: keeping his store open during the sermon and 
selling at retail. Under the tradition of strict Sunday 
observance, it was a violation of the law for any citizen 
to do business during church hours; but to sell at retail 
was normally a perfecdy legal transaction. It was a 
crime only for Jews. 

At the hearing, the schout demanded that de Lucena 
be deprived of his business and fined six hundred guilders 
to boot. The defendant knew so little Dutch, however, 
that he was unable to follow the proceedings, and the 
court decided to defer a verdict until the next session.” 
The records have nothing to say of further action, but 
one may assume that the heavy fine proposed was never 
inflicted. 

Fine or no fine, retail trade was closed to the Jews. 
Word came from the directors in Amsterdam to strengthen 
the position of the local authorities: Jews were not to 
have retail shops.” Litde good did this message accom- 
plish. Even before it was sent, the Jews had entered the 
retail trade. We find in the records of the court a pointed 
observation that Jews ^ and foreigners were as much 
encouraged to sell at retjul as were the citizens themselves. 
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This was in March, 1656, only twelve months after the 
de Lucena case/^ 

The Jews had less success in trying to rid themselves 
of the disabilities which closed the field of handicrafts. 
In Amsterdam the guilds would not admit them, thus 
effectively keeping them out of the various trades.” 
This same policy for New Netherland was sustained by 
the directors in a letter to Stuyvesant.^^ 

We know, however, of the attempt which a Jewish 
baker made to break through the barriers and set him- 
self up in business. In April, 1657, Jacob Cohen Henriques 
asked for permission to bake and sell bread as the other 
bakers did, “but with closed door.” Apparently he was 
reconciled to conduct his business as a wholesale venture 
and not maintain the customary open door of the retail 
trade. With all the precedents that the mother country 
afforded, it was a simple matter for the court to reject 
this petition.^* 

One trade only was open to the Jews, that of slaughter- 
ing, which merited special consideration, as in Amsterdam, 
because of the observance of kashruth.'’* In October, 
1660, the authorities decided that the time had come to 
control and regulate the butchering in the community 
by placing it in the hands of sworn slaughterers who 
submitted to special regulations. Two of the thirteen 
butchers initiated at the time were Jews: Asser Levy and 
Moses Lucena. Because of their religious beliefs, they 
were exempted from the killing of hogs.*® 

When the oath was imposed, the Christian butchers 
swore “in the presence of the Most High,” and asked for 
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the help of God Almighty. Even though there was noth- 
ing Christological in the oath, it seems that the Jews were 
not permitted to use it. They were apparently compelled 
to employ another formula — “the oath which the Jews 
are accustomed^to' take.”** This, without"doubt, was an 
allusion to the humiliating oath More Judaico which was 
forced upon the Jews in the Middle Ages and became 
a fixture throughout Europe for centuries.** 

Judging from the evidence of the court records, the 
Jews were active in commerce. Their interests included 
domestic trade and the traffic in exported and imported 
goods. They handled such wares as brandy, butter, 
tobacco and shoes.** The traffic closest to the merchant's 
heart, however, was the fur trade.** Beaver pelts figured 
so prominently in the economy of the province that they 
actually became a legal medium of exchange,*® and were 
honored also with a place on the seals of New Netherland 
and New Amsterdam alike.** 

The butchers of the province resented the intrusion 
of outsiders into this lucrative field. In order to keep the 
foreign merchants from taking a rich share of the trapper’s 
spoils, a law had been passed in 1648 limiting the fur 
trade to those who actually owned real estate in the 
province.** The statute was later disallowed by the 
Amsterdam directors because they considered it impracti- 
cable.** Jewish competition was just as unwelcome as 
any from abroad, and an attempt was made to bar Jews 
from die omimerce which formed the province’s main 
auj^xKtt 
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The ban, however, was a direct ^dolation of the right 
to trade granted by the Company. In the fall of 1655, 
a group undertook to test the disability in two ways; by 
the dispatch of goods to be exchanged for furs in the 
South River (Delaware River) region, and by a protest 
to the governor and council. Accordingly, three men, 
Abraham de Lucena, Salvador d’Andrade and Jacob 
Cohen Henriques, submitted a petition on November 29. 
Inasmuch as the directors had given them the same right 
to travel and trade as the other inhabitants enjoyed, 
they respectfully requested that privilege on the South 
River and at Fort Orange. 

The Jews had the law on their side. Stuyvesant, never- 
theless, voted “that the petition be denied for weighty 
reasons.” Van Tienhoven argued that “it would be 
injurious to the community and the population of the 
said places to grant the petition of the Jews.” The coun- 
cil finally decided to deny their suit, but since the Jews 
had already shipped goods to the South River, they might 
send one or two of their number to dispose of them and 
then immediately return to New Amsterdam.** 

Within a month after this setback, the Jews suffered 
another blow when their right to own property was 
brought into question. Salvador d’Andrade, who had 
joined in the petition for fur-trading privileges, bought 
his dwelling when it was put up at public auction. Claim- 
ing that he expected a favorable reply, he now approached 
Stuyvesant and the council to confirm his right to the 
purchase. They decided that the Jew should not be 
allowed to acquire the property “for pregnant reasons.”** 
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The original owner of the house, Teunis Cray, seems 
to have been as angry and as disappointed as d’ Andrade 
himself over the arbitrary decision. We find him peti- 
tioning a few weeks later for the right to transfer the 
property to d’Andrade. Otherwise, he requested that 
tile governor and council take possession at the original 
price of 1,860 guilders. The authorities, however, de- 
clined to follow either course,*^ and the house was sub- 
sequently sold to someone else. 

By now, the leaders of the Jewish community were up 
in arms. A second petition of grievances was presented 
with five signers, the three who had signed the first pro- 
test and Joseph d’Acosta and David Frera. They made 
clear their resentment at being excluded from the fur 
trade and prevented from buying houses. They reminded 
the governor that each of the five signers had recently 
been taxed one hundred guilders for strengthening the 
defenses of the city.” If they must contribute like other 
citizens, the petitioners asked for the opportunity to enjoy 
the same liberties, including the rights which had just 
been denied them. 

This time Stuyvesant and his colleagues did not brush 
aside the plea in haste. They replied, however, that the 
Jewish payment of the tax for defense brought them the 
same security as everyone eke. The question of owning 
property was being referred to the directors in Amsterdam 
and, pending their decision, was being refused. 

What of the Jewish right to trade in furs? There was 
no specific answer to that claim, but the response of 
governor and council did state that the Jews enjoyed 
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the same liberty as the order of the Amsterdam directors 
had implied.** There is every reason to believe that rhis 
was a grudging acknowledgment of the Jews’ right to 
enter the fur trade, for only three months later Stuyvesant 
was telling Amsterdam that Jewish rights were in no way 
restricted. They traded, he said, “with the same privilege 
and freedom as other inhabitants.” This letter ended on 
an ironic and crestfallen note: “What they [the Jews] 
may obtain from your Honors time will tell.”** 

It did not take long for Stuyvesant to learn what Jew- 
ish representations to the directors of the Company had 
won from “their Honors,” for a letter was at that moment 
en route to him. Its contents must have made the old 
martinet of Manhattan turn livid. EBs superiors informed 
him that they had learned with displeasure that the New 
Netherland authorities had disregarded the rights of the 
Jews, who were permitted to trade and own real estate 
as in Amsterdam. “We wish that this had not occurred, 
but that your Honors had obeyed our orders which you 
must hereafter execute punctually and with more respect,” 
read the stern note.*® Another battle for Jewish rights 
had seemingly been won. 

As it turned out, however, the struggle for trading 
rights under Dutch rule had one more chapter. The 
establishment of a new institution in the life of the 
colony — the burgher right — contained a threat seem- 
ingly directed against Jewish participation in retail busi- 
ness. The circumstances under which the matter was 
first broached, on January 8, 1657, looked ominous. The 
council minutes reveal that the burgher right and retail 
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selling, “practiced to the present time both by Jews and 
all foreigners,” were up for discussion simultaneously.** 
As finally passed, the burgher right law contained no 
reference to the Jews. Its intent, as expressed in the 
preamble, was to obtain protection against outsiders who 
took the bread out of the mouths of citizens by trading 
in the best places, and then deserted the country in time 
of war.*’^ Two classes of citizenry were established. The 
exclusive great burgher right, with its high fee, suggested 
an attempt to foimd a provincial aristocracy. We are, 
however, more concerned with the small burgher right, 
which became a requirement for anyone running a busi- 
ness, keeping a store, or following a trade. The cost of 
this privilege was twenty guilders.** 

The Jews had reason to be apprehensive. Their right 
to the retail trade had never been confirmed by the 
directors of the Company and was questioned at the tjme 
that the law was first suggested. Accordingly, when 
applications for either burgher right were invited in April, 
only one Jew appeared before the court. The candidate 
was Asser Levy, who had led the attack on the special 
Jewish poll tax almost two years before. His claim to the 
small burgher right was to prove a test case. 

Levy requested that he be admitted as a burgher, and 
gave as grounds for his petition that he was a member of 
the guard, and that he had formerly been a buigher in 
the city of Amsterdam, as was proved by the certificates 
he produced. The court, however, was against giving him 
the burgher right. After deliberation, it voted that Levy 
could not be admitted to citizenship — by them. He 



Peter Stuyvesant 




The insert of the synagogue appears at the top of the original of this map among 




TEN YEARS UNDER PETER STUYVESANT 95 


should therefore apply to the director-general and the 
council for the privilege.** 

Levy now retired from the picture and the campai gn 
was taken over by four of the wealthy Jews of the com- 
munity — d’Andrade, Cohen, de Lucena and d’ Acosta. 
A few days after the verdict of the court, they submitted 
a petition to the governor and council on behalf of their 
people. They expressed surprise at the denial of citizen- 
ship by the burgomasters; they cited the rights the 
directors of the Company had granted; they argued that 
the Jews had assumed the obligations of citizens; and 
they therefore requested the director and the council to 
instruct the burgomasters to admit them to the burgher 
right. 

This is exactly what was done, for Stuyvesant’s heart 
was no longer in the fight against the Jews. He and his 
two colleagues notified the burgomasters that they were 
“charged to admit the petitioners . . . and their nation 
to the Burghership.”“® From then on, the burgher right 
was within the reach of a Jew. 

The Jews had fought round after round with Peter 
Stuyvesant and had emerged victorious. The governor, 
however, while defeated, was not convinced. In 1/S60, 
when he ordered some young Negro slaves from Curasao 
for his bowery, he declared that he thought the blacks 
“preferred before Spaniards and unbelieving Jews.”*®‘ 
But his hands were tied. The Jews remained and, what 
is more, they prospered. 



CHAPTER VI 


PROGRESS UNDER BRITISH RULE 


T en years to the day after the Jews were first men- 
tioned in the records of New Netherland — on Septem- 
ber 7, 1664 — the English under Nicolls clamored for the 
surrender of the province. And so New Amsterdam 
became New York, and the proprietorship of His Royal 
Highness, James, Duke of York, replaced the regime of 
the Dutch West India Company. There was a new flag, 
a new name, a new law. 


Much had happened to the Jews during the ten years 
they had lived and stru^led under Stuyvesant. At first 
the right to live in the province had been refused them, 
and was secured only on appeal to Amsterdam. Even with 
this privilege won, there were many more hurdles to be 
surmounted before life became endurable. Jews were 
excluded fit>m guard duty agmnst their will, and had to 
pay a special tax. They could not open retail stores, nor 
traffic in furs, nor own property. Even the burgher right 
was at first denied them. But each of these disabilities 


was at length removed within three years of the arrival of 
Jews in New Amsterdam. Long before Stuyvesant's rule 
had drawn to a close, the Jews of the province could claim 
fuller rights than thdr coreli^onists in many a Dutch city, 
and their status compared favorably with conditions 
in Amsterdam itself. 
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But all their disabilities had by no means vanished. 
They could not build a synagogue or hold public worship. 
They were barred from all handicrafts, and every office 
was closed to them. Moreover, even though they pmd 
their taxes in iFiill, they could expect no md from the 
government in providing for their poor, their orphans and 
their aged. Much still remained to be done in the years 
that lay ahead. What would be their lot under English 
rule? 

On the surrender of the city, the conquerors agreed to 
terms that were indeed generous. The concessions even 
permitted magistrates then in office to continue, provided 
that they took the oath of allegiance to the English king. 
Regarding the common people, it was stipulated that all 
the inhabitants were to continue as “free denizens.”^ 
Under articles such as these, even Jews might live in New 
York in the future as in the past. This was reassuring, for 
at the time that New Amsterdam fell into the hands 
of the English, it was impossible to tell just what their fate 
might be. In London itself, the Jews had dared to live 
openly for less than a decade, and so those in New York 
could point to no precedent to guarantee them security 
under the new regime. 

The specifically religious section of the Articles of 
Capitulation furnished some cause for disquiet. To be 
sure, it was stated that; “The Dutch here shall enjoy the 
liberty of their consciences in Divine Worship and church 
discipline.”* The question was; could the Jews be counted 
as Dutch? As the dignified Portuguese phrases on the old 
tombstones testify, the Jews were not part of the Dutch 
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nation, but belonged rather to another people still clinging 
to the culture and ways of the Iberian Peninsula which had 
long since disowned them. Quite definitely, the English 
might ai^e, if they chose, that there was no reason to 
guarantee the same freedom of worship in private houses 
that the Jews had been enjoying under Dutch rule. 

In 1665, the Duke’s Laws were put into efiFect. Certain 
provisions governing religion were applicable only to 
Long Island and Staten Island at first, but, after 1674, 
they were extended to include the entire province. These 
regulations provided that “no person should be molested, 
fined, or imprisoned, for difiFering in judgment in matters 
of reli^on, who professes Christianity.”* Now it might be 
argued that there was no intention to exclude the Jews 
from the Articles of Capitulation, but in the laws estab- 
lished only a year later, the Jews were quite definitely 
debarred from the privil^es accorded all Christian sects. 

On the other hand, the laws did not officially place 
the Jews under a ban nor authorize persecution on grounds 
of belief. From the absence of any records to the contrary, 
we have a right to assiune that Judaism enjoyed the same 
toleration of private worship as had prevailed during the 
last years of Dutch rule. 

It is interesting to note that the instructions concerning 
religion, issued to a succession of English governors, 
seesawed between a grant of religious freedom to Christian 
sects alone and a grant of reli^ous freedom that embraced 
every faith. As far as the Jews were concerned, it made a 
great deal of difiFerence whether or not all religions were 
recognized, although it must be confessed that we of today 
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cannot detect any change in the treatment accorded rh<»m 
under one set of instructions or another. 

In 1674, after a brief period of Dutch occupation, 
Edmund Andros was sent over as the new governor of the 
colony. Ehs instructions concerning religion were so 
sweeping that Jews, too, were embraced within their 
broad terms. “All persons of what Religion soever,” were 
to be allowed to live without “any disturbance or disquiet 
whatsoever, for or by reason of their differing opinions in 
matter of Religion,” provided that they did not disturb 
the public peace or molest others “in ye free exercize 
of their religion.”^ 

This enlightened statement of universal toleration was 
replaced by a more limited formula in 1683, when Thomas 
Dongan succeeded to the governorship. This time he was 
instructed to accord freedom of religion to all who “profess 
faith in God by Jesus Christ.”* Accordingly, the Jews 
were again overlooked. 

But in 1686, Dongan received another set of instruc- 
tions. In accordance with the new policies, all men “of 
what Religion soever” were to be permitted to live in the 
province and follow their beliefs.* Perhaps it was not 
without significance that James, the avowed Catholic, had 
ascended the throne of England; and apparently con- 
cerned for the welfare of his fellow Romanists, he had 
advised Dongan (likewise a Catholic) to follow the ways of 
universal toleration. 

An account of the state of religion in New York, which 
Dongan wrote in 1687, has been preserved. In his de- 
scription of the various sects, the governor stated that 
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the Church of England, the Dutch Calvinists and Luther- 
ans, and the French Calvinists, each had their own 
ministers. Then he remarked: “Here be not many 
of the Church of England; few Roman Catholicks; 
abundance of Quakers preachers men and women espe- 
cially; Singing Quakers; Ranting Quakers; Sabbatarians; 
Antisabbatarians; Some Anabaptists, some Independents; 
some Jews; in short of all sorts of opinions there are some, 
and the most part, of none at all.*"^ The casual manner in 
which the Jews were listed, suggests that they were 
accepted without question as on a par with the other 
curiosities of religion. 

Despite the liberal note of toleration that was sounded 
in New York, there were abundant evidences of religious 
discord. The Duke’s Laws set up a union of church and 
state, but just what religion was established depended 
upon the wishes of each community. Every parish was to 
build a church and maintain a Protestant minister by 
taxes, besides electing a board of overseers through the 
vote of a majority of the householders.® 

The colonial governors, however, were not content to 
let events take their course. It was their desire to foster 
the almost nonexistent Church of England in the province. 
Strangely enough, James II, himself a Catholic, sent 
secret instructions to Governor Dongan that the Book of 
Common Prayer should be used at every service and that 
marriages should be celebrated according to the rites of the 
Anglican Church.® 

The Assembly, during the rule of Governor Fletcher, 
passed an equivocal sort of bill which the governor chose 



PROGRESS UNDER BRITISH RULE 


101 


to interpret as a charter for the establishment of the 
Episcopal Church in the County of New York and three of 
the neighboring counties. Moreover, against the will of 
the people, who were largely dissenters, he succeeded in 
forcing an Anglican minister upon New York.^® 

The governors showed a special malice in attempting to 
counteract the rising power of the Presbyterian Church. 
On one occasion, two prominent ministers of that denomi- 
nation, Mackemie and Hampton, were arrested because 
they preached without a license from Governor Cornbury 
while on a visit' to New York. The governor’s position was 
indefensible — a thoroughgoing misapplication of the law — 
but, nevertheless, both of the unoffending clergymen were 
imprisoned for six months before their names were 
cleared.'^ 

There is no need to describe here the annoyances 
suflFered by the various religious denominations of the 
colony. The Quakers, Presbyterians and Moravians had 
especially unpleasant experiences, but men of other sects 
also were compelled to submit to the whims of an intol- 
erant government. One must not, therefore, suppose that 
the Jews were the only religion with grievances, although 
some of their problems were peculiarly their own. 

For one thing, the Jews had no synagogue. As had been 
the case under Dutch rule, they were obliged to worship in 
private houses, a condition that they found unsatisfpng. 
They therefore renewed petitions for the right to erect a 
synagogue, but for some time their efforts met the same 
unfavorable response which the Dutch authorities had 
accorded them. 
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In 1685, they requested Governor Dongan “for liberty 
to exercise their Religion’* — the right of public worship. 
The governor referred the petition to the mayor and aider- 
men of New York, and they returned an emphatic “No.’* 
The only public worship to be tolerated was that of “those 
that professe futh in Christ, and therefore the Jews 
Worship not to be allowed.’’** 

Despite this rebuff, the Jews did not have to wait very 
long before their dream of a synagogue was realized. 
According to one authority, the synagogue was already in 
existence in 1692. This source was a Frenchman, M. La- 
mothe-Cadillac, who wrote a description of the English 
colonies. He named the sects which were included in the 
popiilation of New York, and among them he listed the 
Catholics and the Jews. “Each sect,’’ he added, “has its 
Church and freedom of religion.”** We know for a fact 
that the first Catholic church in New York was not 
established until 1786,** and this error on the part of the 
French writer weakens our faith in his accuracy regarding 
a Jewish syns^gue in New York in 1692. 

But if there was no Jewish house of prayer in 1692, one 
existed in 1695. Our information this time comes from 
the Rev. John Miller, chaplain to His Majesty’s Grena- 
diers stationed in New York. He was a man with an 
unquenchable thirst for facts, and, while he was li^ng in 
New York, he made it his hobby to amass all available 
data about the place in the form of detailed descriptions 
and maps. In 1695, with a great collection of documentary 
material, he sailed for home. While at sea the ship was 
captured by a French privateer. In an outburst of patriot- 
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ism the unhappy clergyman flung his beloved papers 
overboard so that no valuable information might fall into 
the hands of the enemy. 

During his imprisonment. Miller seemed to have 
regretted his hasty act, and he busied himself in piecing 
tc^ether all his scraps of recollection. All the things he 
had discovered were set down once more. The descrip- 
tion which he wrote as a prisoner of war existed in manu- 
script form until it was published in 1843.** 

Included in the papers thus placed at the service of 
posterity was a map of New York City drawn from 
memory, of course. This chart indicated a site on Beaver 
Street as “the Jewes Synagogue.”** Miller asserted that 
there were, in all, six churches in New York County. He 
gave the number of Jewish families in the city as about 
twenty, and he said that their minister was Saul Brown. 
It is worth noting that he estimated the total number of 
families in New York as 855. Accordingly, if his figures are 
correct, the Jews munbered something over two per cent 
of the population of New York during the closing decade 
of the century.** 

An old deed from the year 1700 offers further proof, if 
needed, that a'synagogue existed in NewYork at that time. 
This particular document conveyed a house on Mill 
Street, bounded on the east by the house of John Haper- 
ding, “now commonly known by the name Jews’ Syna- 
gc^e.”** 

In our own day, scholars have been puzzled by the fact 
that Chaplain Miller’s map, which is otherwise accurate, 
locates the synagogue on Beaver Street, while five years 
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later it is found on Mill Street.” When -we consider, 
however, that the Jews rented a house for their services, 
there is nothing strange in their moving from one place to 
another in the course of five years. 

The synagogue was the first one to be established in 
the English colonies. One of the oldest churches found in 
New York, it was there before the first Catholic parish had 
been organized or the first Baptist church built, and it 
even antedates the erection of the ori^nal Trinity Church. 
Today the same congregation still exists under the name 
of Shearith Israel, worshiping in a beautiful edifice on 
Central Park West. Shearith Israel means “the Remnant 
of Israel.” When the congregation was founded, almost 
three hundred years ago, it represented the tiny remnant 
that had found its way to New Amsterdam; but today it 
is surrounded by the biggest Jewish community the world 
has ever seen. 

During the entire colonial period, it was impossible for 
the congregation to secure a charter. Incorporation was 
a privilege enjoyed by the Church of England, although 
four Dutch churches were also accorded that right. No 
other denominations were allowed to obtain charters.*® 
As a result, the Jewish congregation could not own 
property in its own name. When the members bought 
a lot for a synagogue in 1728 , it was necessary to have 
four men purchase it individually as trustees. They, 
of course, gave bond as a guarantee “to secure the land 
forever for the use of the Jewish Congr^ation.” As the 
years passed and one by one the trustees died, the commu- 
nity was embarrassed over the problem of th£ ownership of 
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the synagogue, which could not be vested in the commu- 
nity by law. Who would be the legal owners, they asked, 
when the last trustee died? The issue was not satis- 
factorily settled until 1784, after the last trustee was 
gone and the Revolutionary War had been fought. Only 
then was the congr^ation permitted to incorporate.*^ 
The first religious leader of the congregation, as far as 
we can ascertain, was Saul Brown, known as the Jewish 
minister, who, while huTzan^ fulfilled many of the 
functions that are today associated with rabbis. Brown 
moved to New York from Rhode Island and, in 1685, 
figured in a case involving the Jewish right to enter the 
retail trade.** He petitioned Governor Dongan for the 
privilege of carrying on a retail business, and the governor 
referred the issue to the council. These worthies decided 
that no Jew might sell at retail within the city, although, 
if the governor’s permission could be secured, they might 
carry on as wholesale merchants.** 

This incident represented a severe setback for the civil 
rights of the Jews. To be sure, the Amsterdam directors 
of the Dutch West India Company had stated explicitly 
that the Jews might not keep shop; but, right or no right, 
they began to sell goods to the general public under Dutch 
rule without suffering the ill will of the authorities. 
Instead of meeting with prosecution and fines, the Jews 
were admitted to the coveted burgher right. 

One can only speculate as to the cause of the change 
in the attitude of official New York which brought about 
the exclusion of Jews from a field they had been occupying 
for almost thirty years. Were there too many Jewish 
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merchants? Was their competition a severe trial for other 
storekeepers? There must have been some compelling 
reason for the city fathers to renounce an established 
policy and invoke the Dutch law which for so long had 
been a dead letter. But as though this were not bad 
enough, they went even farther and made the wholesale 
trade of Jews dependent upon the governor’s whim, some- 
thing he might forbid at his pleasure. 

Quite possibly the ban against participation in the 
retail field had something to do with the prominence of 
Jews in the import and export trade of New York. I 
daresay, however, that a more significant factor was 
their numerous family and commercial connections with 
merchants in the important centers of Europe and the 
West Indies. 

It is impossible to learn just how long Jews were forbid- 
den to sell at retail, as we have no record of the withdrawal 
of the ban. We do know from other sources, however, that 
within forty years Jews were conducting shops without 
hindrance. There was, for example, Solomon Myers, who 
was made a freeman of the city of New York in 1724. The 
old list tells us that he was a shopkeeper;** evidently the 
Jews in that trade enjoyed a legitimate status at the time. 
Peter Kalm, the Finnish university professor who visited 
New York in 1748, remarked that the Jews were “allowed 
to keep shops in town.”** 

Another field that was closed to Jews by the Dutch was 
that of handicrafts. The eighteenth century, however, 
witnessed the entry of a number of Jews into skilled trades. 
If we turn once more to the list of freemen, we find that, in 
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1716, Abraham Pereira, the tallow chandler, was admitted 
to the roUs.*^ Again and ag^, we discover allusions to 
other Jewish artisans in the records. During the half cen- 
tury after Pereira was admitted, a Jewish peruke-maker,** 
a baker,** a tailor,*® and a brazier" were all invested with 
the rights and privileges of freemen. One of the out- 
standing silversmiths of New York during the middle 
of the eighteenth century was Myer Myers, who was 
finally elevated to the office of president of the Silver 
smiths’ Society.** In this way, we have conclusive proof 
that the last of the forbidden occupations was open to 
Jews. 

It is interesting to note that, during the early English 
period, the authorities recognized the hazzanitn as on a par 
with the ministers of other denominations. They were 
accordingly exempt from military service and other 
obligations incumbent upon ordinary lay citizens.** 

One disability imposed by the Dutch West India 
Company upon the Jews of New Amsterdam never seems 
to have been tested during all the years of English rule. 
This was the requirement that the Jews look after thdr 
own poor. All through the colonial period, the members of 
the congregation assumed this duty. For instance, in the 
report of the synagogue’s expenses for the year 5490 
(1729-1730), we find the item; “For obras Pias** to the 
poor of this city and outside, and for sending persons to 
their destination £53 4 1.’’** Poor strangers were boarded 
in the house of the shammash** at community expense,** 
and even the physicians’ bills of the destitute were taken 
care of by the officers of the congregation.** 
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During the colonial period, the Jevdsh community 
never turned to the municipal authorities for assistance in 
taking care of their needy. Instead of looking upon this 
obligation as a disability, they regarded it as a religious 
act,** and they took pride in the fact that Israel looked 
after its own. The mediaeval synagogue, like the mediae- 
val church, was an eleemosynary institution. In New 
Amsterdam, the care of the poor orphans of the town was 
transferred from the deaconry to a special court only 
in the time of Peter Stuyvesant.*® 

Another function of the synagogue was its school, 
founded in 1755 and placed under the control of the 
hazzan^'- It was decided in 1762 to employ a regular 
master, and Abraham Is. Abrahams was hired at a 
salary of twenty pounds per year plus perquisites. The 
school at that time was not merely a Hebrew school, but 
“a publick school” (in the English sense) with “English 
Reading Writing & Cyphering” in the curriculum.** 

For one youth, at least, education did not halt there. 
This was Isaac Abrahams, probably, the schoolmaster’s 
own son, who was granted the degree of A.B. by King’s 
College in 1774, the only Jew graduated from that institu- 
tion before the Revolution. At commencement, Abrahams 
delivered a Latin oration, “On Concord.” 

But this was not the only Jewish tie of which the collie, 
later to become Columbia University, could boast. Per- 
haps it was no idle gesture for them to select as the motto 
of its original seal the Hebrew words, Ori El.** When, 
in 1762, the authorities of the young institution were 
soliciting funds in England, one of the five canvassers who 
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served was Moses Franks of London, a New Yorker by 
birth." 

By the second quarter of the eighteenth century the 
make-up of the congregation had undergone a marked 
change. Originally its members had been altogether of 
Spanish-Portuguese descent. Later on, there had been 
quite an influx of German Jews until, in 1730, the Ashke- 
nazim were a majority of the congregation. No wonder 
some of the grandees were concerned for the Sephardic 
purity of the ritual." 

The coming of these Jews, who spoke the Judeo- 
German dialect, was part of a great mass movement from 
Europe. Each of the colonies welcomed settlers from 
foreign lands to share with the predominantly British 
element in the upbuilding of the wilderness. As a result, 
the problem of naturalization arose. In New York, the 
question was further complicated by the presence of the 
original Dutch population transferred by right of conquest 
from another flag. The articles of surrender, however, 
declared the inhabitants to be free denizens." Denization 
was a form of quasi-naturalization that carried with it 
certain privileges. Apparently the Jews then living in 
New Amsterdam were included within the act. 

The newly established Assembly applied itself to the 
problem of naturalization. In 1683, it passed an act 
naturalizing all foreigners resident in the colony at that 
time. Looking into the future, it further provided that 
later settlers of alien birth, if Protestants, might be natur- 
alized through the act of the Assembly.** As Jews were 
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affected by this law, those who were lucky enough to reach 
New York by 1683 were naturalized automatically, like 
their neighbors, while the later arrivals were excluded from 
the privilege on reli^ous grounds. 

The interests of the newcomers among the Jewish 
inhabitants of New York were neglected by the Assembly, 
but were materially advanced by the act of Parliament 
passed in 1740 which for the first time provided a uniform 
policy for the regulation of naturalization throughout the 
British colonies in America.** In New York between 1741 
and 1748, twenty-four Jews were naturalized.*® 

In colonial times, naturalization included civil rights, 
but did not imply the right of suffrage, with which it is 
associated today. The franchise was a privilege possessed 
by only a limited group, the people of means. According 
to the act of 1699, voters in provincial elections had 
to possess real property to the value of forty pounds, 
in freehold, or, according to the rule which applied to 
Albany and New York, they had to be freemen of 
corporations.** 

We get some idea of the small minority which was g^ven 
the right to vote for the members of the Assembly by 
the example of a fiercely contested election held in New 
York City in 1735. Although coaches accompanied by 
drums and music were used to bring out practically 
every voter, scarcely eight hundred votes were cast in 
a community of ten thousand people.** 

The government was worried by the possible evil 
results of permitting Catholics to vote, and an act was 
passed in 1701 to prevent them from exercising the fiun- 
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chise. “From henceforth and for ever hereafter, no 
Papist, no Popish Recusant . . it provided, “shall be 
Suffered to give his Vote ... for any Officer or Officers 
whatsoever.”” Nevertheless, the Jews were undisturbed 
by law, and the issue of their place in the electorate did 
not arise for a good many years. 

Jews were also accorded fair treatment in the courts as 
witnesses. They were permitted to omit the words, 
“on the true faith of a Christian,” and, as far as we know, 
during the seventeen-twenties their reliability as witnesses 
was never impugned. We have some hint of this state of 
affairs from an order, issued by Governor Burnet subse- 
quent to the death of George I, declaring that Jews might 
omit the acknowledgment of Christian faith, taking the 
abjuration oath, as was the rule in giving sworn testi- 
mony before a court.” Although both the right of the 
Jew to vote and the recognition of his evidence seemed 
firmly established, they were rudely shaken at the same 
time in a famous case involving a disputed election which 
arose in 1737. 

The affair took on' some of the aspects of a battle 
royal and kept the Assembly busy for a month before the 
issue could be decided. It seems that Adolph Philipse, 
late speaker of the Assembly and member of the well- 
known family whose name is linked with the Philipse 
Manor of Yonkers, ran against Cornelius Van Horne 
for the office of New York City’s representative in the 
Assembly. Philipse won; but there were chaises of 
improper conduct on the part of the sheriffs in the 
management of the election, and Van Home petitioned to 
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the Assembly for a hearing before Philipse should be 
admitted to his seat.* 

During the proceedings, Murray, the counsel for 
Philipse, asked the permission of the Assembly to call in 
some Jews to testify. Both parties withdrew while the 
question was discussed, and then the members of the house 
voted that Jews might not serve as witnesses “in the 
controversy now pending.”* 

William Smith, the author of a history of New York, 
represented Van Horne at the hearing. He raised a storm 
over the fact that the election lists revealed that various 
Jews had voted for Philipse, and he denied their right to 
enjoy the franchise. In vain Murray argued that the law 
gave the suffrage to all freeholders of competent estates, 
without making any exception for the purpose of excluding 
Jews. Smith insisted that Jews had no right to vote — 
first, because they were disfranchised in England, and, 
second, because of the responsibility for the crucifixion of 
Jesus of which he accused them.®’ As he delivered his 
fiery harangue, declaring that the curse of blood guilt 
still rested upon Jews, making them unworthy of political 
rights, we are told that the assemblymen wept and the 
rabble was ready to engage in a pogrom.®* 

No disorders occurred, but the Assembly did its duty. 
It passed a resolution, “that it not appearing to this 
House, that Persons of the Jewish Religion, have a 
Right to be admitted to vote for Parliament Men, in 
Great-Britain^ it is the unanimous Opinion in this House, 
that they ought not to be admitted to vote for Repre- 
sentatives in this Colony.”** 
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Another noteworthy decision in the case recognized the 
right of nonresident freeholders to the franchise in accord- 
ance with English precedents. We recall this contest 
especially, however, as a double defeat for the Jews and 
a backward step for the cause of progress. While Catholics 
had been disfranchised by law, the Jews were now de- 
prived of their vote by resolution. Their status as wit- 
nesses was less desperate. True, their evidence was barred 
in this case, but no effort was made to exclude their 
testimony permanently. Perhaps the least important 
outcome of the hearing was the fact that Philipse's elec- 
tion was confirmed.*® 

Granted the conditions in colonial New York, no set- 
back for the Jews could be permanent. As has been 
pointed out elsewhere, neither the act of 1701 nor the 
resolve of 1737 was repealed up to the Revolution, but 
their enforcement was left to local officers who were not 
necessarily diligent on behalf of the law.*^ 

When the inquiring Professor Kalm came from abroad 
in 1748, he made it his business to mingle extensively with 
the “many Jews settled in New York.'" To him they were 
an interesting folk, because at that time no Jewish 
communities existed under the Swedish flag. Accord- 
ingly, he described his visit to their synagogue in New 
York, and wrote of the Jews' ships and country seats. 
What is most arresting in his account is the statement: 
“They [the Jews] enjoy all the privileges common to 
other inhabitants of this town and province."** That, we 
repeat was in 1748. 

It may be that Peter Kalm's word concerning the 
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political status of the Jews should not be considered final. 
He may not have been aware of the disfranchisement put 
into effect eleven years before. On the other hand^ that 
same regulation may have been a dead letter by the time 
he arrived. 

But enough of surmise. Beyond dispute is a poll-list 
of the Assembly election of 1761 which has been preserved 
to our own day. On that list you will find among the 
voters of New York the names of several Jews.®® 

Thus did the Jew of New York finally come into his 
own as a citizen, attaining those rights of which he has 
never since been deprived. It was not necessary for him 
to await the revolutionary State Constitution, that was 
born in the stormy year of 1777, with its declaration that 
*‘the free toleration of religious profession and worship 
shall forever hereafter be allowed within the State to all 
mankind.”®® Within a century of the passing of Stuyve- 
sant’s rule, the Jew of New York had been granted full 
civil and political emancipation. 



CHAPTER VII 


PENN'S EMPIRE ON THE DELAWARE 

F or countless centuries the Delaware had made its 
untroubled journey among the forests from the 
mountains to the sea. Indians roamed and dwelt and 
fought along its banks. The historic period begins with 
the coming of the white man — the Swedes and Finns in 
early days, and later the Dutch and the English. 

The Viking element, who enjoyed their brief moment 
of power, should be regarded as men brimming with that 
Lutheran zeal which led their king, Gustavus Adolphus, 
to fight and die for the cause. Sweden was not then the 
hospitable country towards Jews that it is now. With 
rare exceptions, no Jews might live in the major cities of 
the kingdom nor conduct public worship until the year 
1782.1 

When Johan Printz, the rotund governor, arrived to 
take command in 1643, his instructions included such 
matters as religion. In order that God should be paid 
“proper honor, laud and praise," he was directed to pro- 
mote the Swedish Lutheran service, but he was also to 
allow the colonists from Holland to worship according to 
the Dutch Reformed way.* There was not much room for 
dissent here. 

We do not know of any Jews who came in with the 
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Swedes. How could they when the gates of the home 
country were barred? It was another story with the 
coming of the Dutch, who also laid claim to the region. 
As soon as they took over New Sweden, in 1655, the 
Jews appeared. 

Something of the story of the attempt made by the 
authorities of New Amsterdam to keep Jewish traders 
from the fur-producing regions around the Delaware has 
already been told.® On November 29, 1655, the Jews peti- 
tioned for the right to buy furs in the newly annexed 
territory centering about the South River, as the Delaware 
was known. Stuyvesant and his council maintained the 
position that the Jews were not to purchase their pelts 
in the area; but they recognized the fact that Jewish 
dealers, who had already shipped goods for barter into 
the South River country, would be injured if the ban 
were immediately enforced. Accordingly, the council 
voted to allow the traders to send out one or two of their 
number who might dispose of the stock before returning 
to New Amsterdam.^ 

The two agents of the Jewish fur trade of New Nether- 
land appear to have been Isaac Israel and Isaac Cardoso. 
Isaac Israel, who was one of the Jews of New Amster- 
dam, is mentioned elsewhere in the records. On April 3, 
1656, he was made defendant in a complaint by Jacob 
Barsimson, the first Jew in New Amsterdam, who charged 
that Israel had struck him in Abraham de Lucena^s 
cellar.® Isaac Cardoso, despite his old Sephardic name 
recently borne by a member of the United States Supreme 
Court, is not well known to searchers among the records. 
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At any rate, on December 29, 1655, some months 
before the encounter with Barsimson in the cellar, we 
find Israel and Cardoso at Fort Casimir (near the present 
New Castle, Delaware) when a delegation of Indian 
sachems appeared. The chiefs were dissatisfied with the 
prices they received for their skins, which were no doubt 
low enough, and they asked for presents in addition — a 
sort of bonus, it seems. Their demands were modest, and 
fifteen of the residents in Fort Casimir, who agreed to 
the terms, collected some sort of contribution for the red- 
skins. Not so Isaac Israel and Isaac Cardoso. They 
“refused to give their consent and prepared to leave the 
river and give up their trade, than to assist, with other 
good inhabitants, in maintaining the peace of this high- 
way.” So wrote Jean Paul Jacquet, the Dutch vice- 
director of the Delaware, in his minutes.® 

This was hardly fair to Israel and Cardoso. True, they 
had not conciliated the Indians, but they had good 
reason. This was the last trip they could make to the 
South River. They had no incentive to build up good 
will with the sachems whom they and their fellow Jews 
of New Amsterdam never expected to see again. 

But if the reader recalls the progress which the Jews 
made in breaking down the various disabilities imposed 
by the Dutch, he will not be suprised to learn that the 
restrictions on the Indian trade also disappeared. Three 
months after the Fort Casimir episode, the Jewish mer- 
chant of New Amsterdam, Joseph d’Acosta, was allowed 
to send goods to the South River.^ Thus ended the ban 
on Jewish fur trading. 
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In April, 1656, one month after the end of the restric- 
tions, we hear that Israel was back in the Delaware 
country.* There is a slight but intriguing possibility that 
he became a member of the high council. We are told 
that in 1663 “the Hon“* Councillor Israel” directed the 
trading at Passajongh.* Unfortunately, the first name is 
lacking. We know there were non-Jews in eighteenth- 
century Pennsylvania by the name of Israel.*" We know 
likewise that Jews were not accorded office during the 
Dutch period. Still, it is interesting to conjecture whether 
this councilor was Isaac Israel, the Jew of New Am- 
sterdam. 

There is reason to believe that numbers of Jews 
traveled back and forth between the Hudson and the 
Delaware Rivers bartering for furs. We come across 
Isaiah (more likely Isaac) in 1657, when he had a dispute 
with certain Swedes which was finally aired before Jean 
Paul Jacquet.** No doubt, there were others too, who 
were not immortalized by occasional brawls. 

One more reference to the Dutch period and we are 
finished with it. This concerns Pieter Plockhoy, the 
quixotic Dutch Socinian Mennonite who dreamed dreams 
of a peaceful and harmonious community made up of 
the members of his sect. Financed by a loan from the 
burgomasters of Amsterdam,** twenty-five families crossed 
the ocean and setded on the banks of the Horekill, now 
Lewes Creek, in 1662. They lived under a peculiar dis- 
pensation. 

Though they were religious folk, “for the maintenance 
of peace and concord” they determined that all members 
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of the clergy should be excluded.^* In order to preserve 
harmony, they decided to keep out not only Catholics 
and “usurious Jews,” but also “all intractable people,” 
which meant “English stiff-necked Quakers; Puritans; 
fool-hardy believers in the Millenium and obstinate 
modern pretenders to revelation.”** 

This exclusive community came to a swift and tragic 
end. Two years after its establishment, British troops 
under Sir Robert Carr came into the Delaware country 
to conduct a campaign of bloodshed and spoil. They 
plundered the pacific Mennonite settlement and seized 
everything they possessed “to a very naile.”*® 

With that, the curtain was rung down on the prologue 
of Swedish and Dutch rule. What followed was the great 
inflow of immigration which was to characterize the 
British control of the country between the Hudson and 
the Delaware for a century and more. 

The British invaders, though they came with fire and 
sword, introduced throughout the Delaware valley a re- 
ligious toleration which had been lacking among the 
Mennonites of the Horekill and elsewhere under the 
Dutch. In his covenant with the inhabitants who were 
transferred to the new regime, Carr, the conqueror, act- 
ing under orders,** guaranteed freedom of conscience for 
all.*’' 

Our attention is now directed to the area west of the 
Hudson and east of the Delaware which we know today 
as New Jersey. This tract was turned over to two lords 
proprietors. Lord John Berkeley and Sir George Carteret. 
They were anxious to settle their extensive holding with 
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almost any type of colonist — Dutch from New York, 
Puritans from New England, and whatever other diverse 
elements that might be attracted. Accordingly, a “con- 
cessions and agreement’" was issued in 1664 which guar- 
anteed that the inhabitants should not be molested 
because of differences in religion unless they disturbed 
the civil peace, any law of England to the contrary not- 
withstanding.^® 

The spirit of religious freedom must have been in the 
air. A remarkable document appeared which was drawn 
up and signed on March 3, 1676, called “The concessions 
and agreements of the proprietors, freeholders and in- 
habitants of the province of West New-Jersey.” It served 
as a constitution to direct the destinies of the new colony. 
Chapter XVI is of particular interest for us. It declares 
“that no men, nor number of men upon earth, hath 
power or authority to rule over men’s consciences in re- 
ligious matters.” Therefore, no one was to be disturbed 
“for the sake of his opinion, judgment, faith or worship 
towards God.” Everyone was to enjoy his own judgment 
freely in matters of religious worship throughout the 
province.^® 

A bit of literary detective analysis of this declaration 
suggests the legal training of Lincoln’s Inn and the ideal 
of religious liberty that marked one of the proprietors — 
none other than William Penn. Penn shared with a 
number of other Quakers an interest in the ownership of 
West Jersey,*® and one can well imagine a man of his 
philosophy and zeal leaping at the opportunity to im- 
plant such principles in the blueprint for the community 
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across the seas. This compact is aflame with his doctrine 
that the state had no right to invade the conscience of 
the individual. 

Penn was one of the great figures of his century. Son 
of an admiral of the royal navy, Quaker, statesman, law- 
giver and colonizer, he was a man whose background in- 
cluded the court circles of the Restoration and whose 
spirit plumbed the depths of mysticism. In early man- 
hood, outraged by the sufferings inflicted upon Quakers 
for conscience sake, he had cast his lot with the Society 
of Friends.^^ 

His strong sentiments against religious persecution 
went far beyond the confines of his own sect. “What 
ground can there be why some, and not all, should be 
tolerated?*" he asked.^^ In his protest against the suffer- 
ings of the Quakers, he pointed out that oppression did 
not create uniformity,^® and he eloquently exclaimed: 
“Force makes hypocrites; *t is persuasion only that makes 
converts.**®^ 

Penn wrote widely on the religious questions which 
were close to his heart — such matters as the use of 
oaths, the need for tolerance and the futility of persecu- 
tion. At times he discarded his humane philosophy 
towards other faiths, as when he wrote harshly of Catho- 
lics.^® His attitude towards the Jews was also characteris- 
tic of the age. 

He felt “tender compassion” for this people whose long 
captivity and unparalleled miseries were the result of 
their denial of Jesus as the Christ, he wrote in a special 
tract intended to convert the seed of Abraham. This 
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pamphlet, dated 1695, was called “A Visitation to the 
Jews.” One finds an impassioned spirit in its pages, as 
when the author fairly shouts at the Jews: “You cannot 
deny but that there was such a Man as JesuSy and that 
he was put to Death by your Fathers.”** 

In the New Jersey situation, Penn was tangled up with 
the confusion of complex ownership, diffuse responsibility 
and diverse population. If he wished to establish an 
asylum for his harried Quakers, he must look elsewhere. 
Fortunately for Penn, he had against King Charles a 
claim for a considerable sum, amounting to sixteen 
thousand pounds. It was a simple matter for the royal 
hand to assign all the land west of the Delaware and 
north of Maryland to him in settlement. Penn was now 
free to launch his “holy experiment,” his example to the 
nations, in the fields of Pennsylvania. 

He set up a state based on true Quaker idealism, with- 
out oaths and without force. The Indians, who were 
cozened elsewhere, were treated with kindness. That was 
something worthy of praise. Just the same, for all its 
high aims, much of the scheme was impractical and some 
of the principles were contradictory. This becomes 
apparent when we study the religious disabilities that 
were set up in Pennsylvania. 

Perhaps one might have expected a government spon- 
sored by William Penn to erase completely distinctions 
based on credal differences. When one looks at the 
“Laws Agreed Upon for Pennsylvania,” which were 
signed and sealed by government and freemen in Eng- 
land, May 5, 1682,** an element of conflict is observed. 
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First, in article 2, we note the liberal prerequisites for a 
freeman. Landowners and artisans alike — who paid scot 
and lot — even former indentured servants who took up 
fifty acres of land and cultivated twenty of them — were 
to be freemen capable of voting and being elected to the 
provincial council or General Assembly-^® But article 34 
declares that voters and officials, including members of 
the Assembly, should “be such as profess faith in Jesus 
Christ.’’^® There is no reconciling the breadth of the one 
article, without the slightest religious qualification, and 
the requirement of Christian faith in the other. 

The principle of complete religious toleration is brought 
out in article 35. It assured “all persons . . . who confess 
and acknowledge the one Almighty and Eternal God, to 
be the Creator, Upholder, and Ruler of the world,’’ that 
they would not be molested nor compelled to frequent or 
support any form of worship whatever, provided they 
lived peaceably.^® This recognition of the right to be un- 
disturbed was accorded Jews but denied agnostics. 

To return to the requirements for voting and holding 
office, Pennsylvania was an instance where Catholics en- 
joyed privileges which Jews did not share. This legisla- 
tion favorable to Catholics appears to have been an over- 
sight which was eventually corrected. In 1693, we find 
the members of the Assembly subscribing to tests which 
no Romanist could accept.®^ Isaac Sharpless, a historian 
of the Friends, has said: “While freedom of worship was 
permitted to all, it was intended to make Pennsylvania’s 
government one of and for Orthodox Protestant Christians 
only.”** 
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But as it turned out, Jews and Catholics were not the 
only ones excluded from the ranks of freemen. Under 
Governor William Markham, in 1696, the new frame of 
government came to designate as freemen eligible for vot- 
ing or holding office those who had resided in the province 
for two years and owned fifty acres of land or property 
valued at fifty pounds.®® Ownership of land as a require- 
ment took care of a considerable number of farmers, but 
managed to disfranchise the city mechanics and artisans. 
This was just what the Philadelphia Quaker plutocracy 
wanted in order to keep power in its own hands. Only 
one taxable male in ten in that city was able to meet 
the suffrage requirements in the year of freedom, 1776.®^ 

Whatever limitations may have existed in Pennsylvania 
as regards democratic institutions, Philadelphia and its 
hinterland attracted settlers by the thousands, not only 
from the British Isles but also from German states. The 
twentieth century, accustomed to looking back on colo- 
nial America with a patronizing eye, is little impressed 
by the fact that Philadelphia had forty thousand in- 
habitants in 1776.®® Yet the Quaker city not only boasted 
the largest population in the colonies, but its numbers 
exceeded those of any city in Great Britain or Ireland, 
save London itself.®® 

Though over a long period some form of tropism has 
attracted Jews to metropolitan centers, Philadelphia 
during the greater part of the eighteenth century was the 
exception which proved the rule. Jews did not stream 
into the province of Pennsylvania. Nor were they dis- 
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couraged by a persecuting spirit abroad in the colony, 
for while the Jews could not expect to enjoy full political 
rights, they were otherwise undisturbed. 

Still, there were a few Jews in Philadelphia who made 
their appearance some time after the turn of the eight- 
eenth century. The earliest to achieve any eminence was 
Isaac Miranda, whom James Logan, one of the biggest 
political figures of the day, described in 1723 as an 
^‘apostate Jew or fashionable Christian Proselyte.”®^ 
Miranda became in time deputy judge in the court of 
vice-admiralty.®* 

The first evidence of an actual settlement of Jews in 
Philadelphia comes from the travel diary of a German 
visitor, the youthful Commissary Philipp von Reck, who 
had been associated with the Salzburgers* migration to 
Georgia. He found the city, when he visited it in 1734, 
^‘a seat of all religions and sects.** In his catalogue of 
denominations, we find not only the more familiar 
varieties but also groups diflicult to identify, such as 
Diimplers, Sabbatarians, Boehmites, Schwenckfelders and 
Trichtfelders. The list concludes with the Well-Wishers 
(JFohlwunscher)y the Jews, and the heathens.** What a 
company! 

The life of the Jewish community of Philadelphia had 
numerous facets, but its beginnings go back to the tradi- 
tional eflFort to gain a cemetery. The first burial ground 
was acquired in 1738, when Nathan Levy purchased a 
tract of land as a family lot.^® The cemetery was soon so 
well filled that an addition was necessary, but when Levy 
appealed to Richard Peters, secretary of the proprietaries 
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in 1747, he was put off." Four years later, he protested 
against the “sportsmen” who practiced their marksman- 
ship in the cemetery and thereby destroyed a tombstone. 
He offered a twenty-shilling reward for information which 
would lead to the conviction of the vandals.^* At a later 
time we learn that the cemetery was from the first re- 
garded by the Jews as “a trust for a burial place for the 
interment of Hebrews.”^* 

The organization of Congregation Mikveh Israel came 
after the cemetery. The year of its inception is believed 
to have been 1747.^^ We know that it had progressed far 
enough by the year 1761 for the erection of a Shuleh to 
be discussed.*® However, the actual building of the syna- 
gogue was postponed till the latter days of the Revolu- 
tion when Philadelphia had become a city of refuge for 
Jews from other communities exposed to the ravages 
of war. 

The Jews of Philadelphia did not live in seclusion, but 
participated in the gay social life of the colonial city. An 
older writer, in describing the assembly first organized 
by the socially-minded Joseph Shippen and others in 
1749, has said that the “elite and fashionables” were en- 
rolled for the dance on the basis of their “ancestral bear- 
ings and associations.”*® The subscription was three 
pounds. Notwithstanding all the emphasis on snobbery 
and wealth, certain Jews were able to gain admittance to 
this select company. 

We observe in the membership two, and more prob- 
ably three, Jewish names. These were David Franks and 
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Samson Levy, who were merchants of the time. Joseph 
Marks, the third man,*^ cannot be identified as a Jew 
with finality. Marks was the name of several men of the 
Jewish community, notably Henry and Levy Marks who 
were mentioned in the will of Michael Gratz in 1765.** 
But there were also many non-Jews called Marks in 
colonial Pennsylvania. 

David Franks, subscriber to the assembly and partner 
of Nathan Levy of cemetery fame,** was the outstanding 
figure in the mercantile field. He was bom in New York, 
but, following his removal to Philadelphia, became the 
most prominent Jew of the city. Married to Margaret 
Evans, a Gentile lady,*® he permitted his children to be 
brought up as Christians.** This, no doubt, made his 
entree into Philadelphia society easier. 

Like certain other practical men of affairs, he could see 
no reason why social vision should interfere with business. 
Accordingly, in 1761, we find his name, along with those 
of Samson Levy and Joseph Marks who were his com- 
rades in the glamorous assembly, affixed to the protest 
made by a group of merchants against a proposed duty 
on the importation of Negroes.®* The intent of the meas- 
ure was to discourage the slave trade, but these Jewish 
merchants were among those who wished to see the 
traffic continue. 

Franks had very close ties with the British authori- 
ties, for he was identified with the provisioning of His 
Majesty’s troops in America. He displayed his loyalty 
to the crown during the dark days following Braddock’s 
defeat, when he belonged to the Independent Troop of 
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Horse of Philadelphia.®* He showed his fidelity even more 
pointedly when he suffered and paid dearly for his devo- 
tion to the king during the American Revolution. 

Philadelphia was the seat of culture, one of the great 
educational centers of the new world. Not a few of the 
institutions of the city bore the imprint of Benjamin 
Franklin, who was the founder of the College of Phila- 
delphia, later to be known as the University of Penn- 
sylvania. With him as sponsor, this institution was 
hospitable to all faiths. As the recent historian of the 
University puts it, ‘‘there was little mention of religion” 
to be found in its constitutions.®^ 

The preparatory school associated with the College was 
called the Academy. We have the names of five Jewish 
boys who were enrolled there in the decade before 1770.®® 
Only one of these lads, Moses Levy, completed the 
college course and received the degree of A.B., in the 
class of 1772.®® He was the sole Jewish graduate of the 
institution in pre-Revolutionary days. 

Philadelphia was not the only Jewish settlement in 
Pennsylvania. Although the province never attracted a 
considerable Jewish population, it had a scattered one. 
The Jews found in the hinterland were vitally interested 
in the fur trade which was carried on in the wilderness, 
and numbers of them were early settlers in some of the 
new towns established among the forests. 

Lancaster was one of these outposts. Founaed in 1730, 
it was still something of a frontier community when 
Richard Locke, an English minister, passed by in 1747. 
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He reported on his journey to the Society for the Propa- 
gation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts and described 
the make-up of the population. Under the caption of 
“Heathen and Infidels/’ he stated that the Quaker and 
Indian populations were below the average, and he added, 
“here are ten families of Jews.”^^ 

Easton was settled in 1750 and one of its eleven founders 
proved to have been Myer Hart, a Jew. He was no 
doubt a figure of some importance, being for a time the 
only merchant in the town and, accordingly, the biggest 
taxpayer.®* 

One might add another community of Jews to the list, 
if one were of a credulous turn of mind. This was Schaef- 
ferstown in Lebanon County. In 1843, I. Daniel Rupp 
compiled a local history which claimed that the place 
was originally settled in 1732, or earlier, by German 
Jews who had both synagogue and rabbi. He asserted 
that the settlers later scattered, leaving behind their 
cemetery, the wall of which was still standing in the his- 
torian’s day.®® In lieu of anv further evidence, it appears 
most likely that the first comers to the neighborhood 
belonged to a German Christian sect which observed 
certain Mosaic practices also found among Jews.®® 

Trade with the Indians in the eighteenth century was 
more than a matter of bartering and haggling over furs 
with local savages. The Jews of Pennsylvania had both 
imagination and vision which inspired them to initiate 
vast projects in the field of western trade and land devel- 
opment. One of the most prominent men in the move- 
ment was Joseph Simon, the leading merchant of Lan- 
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caster. His son-in-law was Michael Gratz,*‘ who came, 
with his brother Barnard, from Langendorf in Upper 
Silesia to Philadelphia, and who was the father of Rebecca 
Gratz of Ivanhoe fame.** 

These three men and their associates proceeded like 
merchant venturers to take over a large share of the west- 
ern country which was just then being opened. Their 
operations branched out of Pittsburgh;** through their 
land intersts they played a part in the founding of 
Wheeling** and Louisville;** and their enterprises ex- 
panded until they obtained control of much of the trade 
in the Illinois country.** 

A vast collection of Gratz papers awaits sifting. In 
addition, other unpublished manuscripts in various 
libraries in the United States and England contain refer- 
ences to the roles played by Jewish merchants of Penn- 
sylvania in the winning of the west. Let one example 
suffice. David Franks, the prominent Philadelphia pur- 
veyor to the British forces in North America, serviced 
the lonely British garrisons of the Mississippi Valley over 
a period of years. A letter from him to General Thomas 
Gage, the commander-in-chief, written on February 5, 
1771, inquired whether the firm of Levy and Franks 
should undertake to send provisions from “the Illinois” 
to the “Troops station’d at the Natchese & Iberville on 
the Mississippy.”** 

In colonial days it was a far cry from the banks of the 
Delaware to the forests about the little outpost at 
Natchez, and yet this Philadelphia firm was ready to 
ship supplies over the long and hazardous route beyond 
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the mountains. The factor of Jewish enterprise in eight- 
eenth-century pioneering should attract scholarly re- 
search. Studies should reveal the part that Jews played 
in linking the Ohio and Mississippi valleys to the Atlantic 
seaboard. It was probably more significant, and cer- 
tainly more romantic, than the colorful operations of 
the widely publicized Jewish counting houses by the 
Newport waterfront. 

As we have seen, Jews appeared in the region below 
Philadelphia when it was under Dutch rule. There is 
nothing to be said about the Jews in the ‘‘Three Lower 
Counties” after Penn launched his holy experiment, 
for few if any settled there. In 1704 the section was 
separated from Pennsylvania to become Delaware. Its 
laws on freemen and voting were modeled on those of 
Pennsylvania.®® 

New Jersey, on the other hand, with its position be- 
tween the Delaware and Hudson rivers, attracted a num- 
ber of Jewish settlers. It became a royal province in 1702 
when the proprietors of East Jersey and West Jersey 
turned over their control to the crown. Incidentally, 
one of the thirty- two proprietors of West Jersey was a 
London Jew named Benjamin Levy.®® As a royal colony. 
New Jersey extended liberty of conscience to all except 
Papists.^® 

The Quakers were a numerous element in West Jersey, 
and, what with their refusal to bear arms and to take 
oaths, they became a subject of heated controversy. In 
1718, “Several Inhabitants of and Traders to” New 
Jersey petitioned the crown to override Governor Hunter 
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who had allowed Quakers to assume office by making a 
solemn affirmation instead of taking oath. One of the 
twelve men who declared that this concession did great 
damage to themselves was Moses Levy, described as 
“a Jew here.”’‘ Two facts call for comment. First, a 
Jew was permitted to join in the petition; second, and 
perhaps more important, when his rights were not cir-- 
cumscribed, he sought to limit the amount of religious 
liberty enjoyed by others. 
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CHAPTER VIII 


BLASPHEMY UNDER THE CALVERTS 

C OLONIAL Maryland should have been the abode of 
peace and harmony. The Ark and the V>ove^ two 
ships which sailed out of Cowes with the first settlers, 
in November, 1633, had scriptural names symbolic of 
reconciliation. 

Moreover, the founder of the new colony was Cecilius 
Calvert, Lord Baltimore, a Roman Catholic, member of 
the most persecuted sect of the day in England. He 
was fully aware of the fact that his coreligionists not only 
were robbed of their civil rights, but were also compelled 
to endure the brutal invasion of the sanctuary of the 
spirit. They might not live within ten miles of London, 
nor journey more than five miles from home without a 
special license. Those who refused the sacrament in the 
Anglican fashion sometimes lost their property as pun- 
ishment, and occasionally brave priests, who dared say 
the mass in secret, were put to death as martyrs.^ 

When Calvert became lord proprietor of Maryland he 
recognized the great care which he must exercise in the 
field of religion. There must be no grounds for outcry 
against Papist persecution, and he therefore instructed the 
governor and commissioners to observe the utmost 

circumspection in religious matters. Catholics should 
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conduct their devotions in private; the authorities should 
“treat the Protestants with as much mildness and favor as 
Justice will permit.” In this way they might obviate “any 
just complaint” in Virginia or England.* 

It was an auspicious beginning, but the religious his- 
tory of Maryland during the colonial period offers a 
paradox. One school of historians sees the Catholic 
foundation of the province as the original source of 
American religious liberty, but blames the Puritans and 
Anglicans for wrecking something beautiful and pure. A 
second group denies the thesis that Maryland was ever 
the religious Utopia of the seventeenth century, and 
as they marshal their arguments they might include the 
puzzling story of Jacob Lumbrozo, the “Jew doctor” who 
was prosecuted for blasphemy. This physician, who 
migrated to Maryland in 1656,* was described as being 
“late of Lisbone in the Kingdome of Portugall.”^ He was 
without question one of the most engrossing characters of 
the time. 

A wealth of material in the court records enables us 
to sketch a full-length portrait of the man. He had a 
winning personality, a glib tongue that was at home in 
the English language, and a cultured address. His friends 
included some of the most important people in the colony.® 
Lumbrozo was known as the Jew doctor,® but his talents 
extended also in other directions. He was farmer, inn- 
keeper and businessman. He traded with the Indians^ and 
bartered imported goods in exchange for planters* 
tobacco.® 

Despite his charm, his versatility and his social connec- 
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tions^ Lumbrozo was a thoroughgoing rogue. One may 
read accounts of his knavery in the court records for pages 
at a time. He was the most consummate scoundrel, the 
most picturesque villain, to appear among the gallery of 
conventional, respectable Jews who lived in America 
during colonial days. History played an ironical little 
trick when she selected a man of Lumbrozo 's kidney to 
play the role of loyal Jew threatened with a martyr's 
fate. 

As we have already noted, Lumbrozo came from Lisbon, 
and his Portuguese origin is a matter worthy of comment. 
For a hundred and fifty years the Jewish religion had been 
banned in that country. All Jews who would not accept 
the Catholic faith had long since pursued the bitter road 
of exile. It was widely known that all the roots of Judaism 
had not been destroyed for, frequently, Christaos novos 
were exposed as loyal to the faith of their forefathers, 
and those who were hardened offenders were handed over 
to the civil authorities by the Holy Inquisition for execu- 
tion in the great square of Lisbon. 

It is noteworthy that Lumbrozo did not have to mask 
his religion in Maryland. This was despite the fact 
that Jews were excluded from freedom of religion in a 
province which boasted a law code fortified by the curious 
Act Concerning Religion. Before studying how Lumbrozo 
got trapped by one of its ferocious provisions, it is well 
to familiarize ourselves further with the religious and 
political background of seventeenth-century Maryland. 

The Calverts had a difficult problem in maintaining 
a religious equilibrium in their troubled colony. From 
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the very start there was a Protestant majority, and that 
meant trouble for any attempt to secure Catholic rights. 
Difficulties increased as the Roundheads secured their 
ascendency in the civil war at home and the turmoil 
spread to Maryland. 

Baltimore continued his policy of conciliation. He even 
named William Stone, a Protestant planter of Virginia, as 
his governor and invited the persecuted Puritans there to 
find a refuge in Maryland. Before taking office. Stone 
and his council had to swear that they would molest no 
one professing to believe in Jesus Christ, and ‘‘in particular 
no Roman Catholic” in respect to religion.® It is clear that 
the province welcomed all Christians. 

The Puritan newcomers proved themselves a troop of 
malcontents dabbling in sedition and insurrection. Their 
tumults may have forced Lord Baltimore to take special 
steps to safeguard the Catholic minority. At any rate, it 
was at his direction that the famous Act Concerning 
Religion was brought before the General Assembly in 1649. 

This law, a favorite subject of controversy among 
historians, aimed to make Maryland an oasis for all 
professing Christians, but did not provide any particular 
change in the traditions already existing in the colony. 
What is more, it was no milestone along the road of 
religious freedom. Although hailed as “one of the proud 
boasts of Maryland,”^® it contained provisions that no 
modern democracy would tolerate. 

The act declared, near the beginning, that whoever 
should “blaspheme God, that is Curse him, or deny our 
Saviour Jesus Christ to be the sonne of God, or shall deny 
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the Holy Trinity. . . , or shall use or utter any reproachfull 
Speeches, words or language concerning the said Holy 
Trinity. . . shall be punished with death and confiscaton 
or forfeiture of all his or her lands and goods to the Lord 
Proprietary and his heires.” Furthermore, reproachful 
words or speeches concerning Mary and the apostles were 
to be punished by heavy fines or public whippings and 
imprisonment. Banishment was the penalty for the 
third offense.^^ 

The following section attempted to deal with men who 
vilified those of other persuasions. Fines were imposed 
for using such epithets as heretic, idolator, Puritan, 
Presbyterian, Jesuit, Roundhead, and the like. 

The act further provided: “Whereas the inforceing of 
the conscience in matters of Religion hath frequently 
fallen out to be of dangerous consequence in those 
commonwealthes where it hath been practiced,” no 
believer in Jesus Christ should be molested m his religion 
or compelled to acknowledge any other faith.^^ 

The ban on name-calling was motivated by good 
intentions, and the freedom of conscience for all Christians 
was an enlightened policy marred only by its exclusion of 
Jews and infidels. But the ban on any slight to the 
apostles, Mary, Jesus and God threatened to suppress any 
discussion not consonant with orthodox theology. 

Let me hasten to add that the provision against blas- 
phemy was not unique at the time. Some writers have 
observed a Puritan quality in it, because the year before 
the Act Concerning Religion became law, the English 
Long Parliament had prescribed the death penalty for 
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those who denied a belief in God or the Trinity.** Accord- 
ing to the Massachusetts General Laws of 1648, any 
person, whether Christian or pagan, who blasphemed the 
members of the Trinity or reproached “the holy religion 
of God as if it were but a politick device to keep ignorant 
men in awe,” should be put to death.** 

A similar severity characterized the Virginia code of 
1611 which was fathered by Governor Dale, a man 
without Puritan leanings. This code imposed the death 
penalty for the following offenses: speaking “impiously or 
maliciously, against the holy and blessed Trinitie;” 
blaspheming “Gods holy name;” and speaking in “derision 
or despight of Gods holy word.”** It is more accurate 
to blame the spirit of the times than the evil genius of 
Puritanism for this t)rpe of legislation. As we shall pres- 
ently see, the Maryland law on blasphemy had a special 
significance for us. 

Meanwhile, despite the aim of the Act Concerning Re- 
ligion to promote tranquillity among the varied faiths 
in its midst, Maryland was to enjoy little peace during 
the coming year. After all, it was the seventeenth cen- 
tury and the Puritan communities resented any con- 
dominium with Catholics. They ordered things differently 
in Massachusetts and in England. 

There was an uprising against the government which 
countenanced the “Roman Papish Religion;” Stone was 
removed from office;** men were killed in the Battle of the 
Severn;** and the victorious Puritans finished by disowning 
the rule of the Calverts and ousting Catholics from 
a share in government. 
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The assembly which met in October, 1654, now free of 
Catholics,^* passed a revised version of the Act Concern- 
ing Religion, which excluded the Papists from the protec- 
tion of the laws of England and restrained them from the 
practice of their faith. Other Christians might worship as 
they pleased, provided that they did not abuse this right 
by injuring their fellows or practicing licentiousness.^® 
The new law on religion dealt with blasphemy in a 
surprisingly mild fashion. Common swearers, blasphemers 
and cursers who used imprecations against God or man 
were to be admonished by the magistrate and for a second 
offense were subject to whatever penalty the court might 
determine.®® Quite a contrast to capital punishment! 

Puritan rule did not prove lasting. While Maryland 
Jesuits had to flee to Virginia and endure great hardships, 
as Catholic sources tell us,®^ Lord Baltimore was in Eng- 
land struggling to regain his proprietary. He used all 
energy to convince Cromwell of the justice of his cause,®* 
and he finally recovered his title to Maryland. 

Among the instructions Baltimore sent his new gov- 
ernor, Josias Fendall, on October 23, 1656, was one 
restoring the original Act Concerning Religion. ^^All Per-- 
sons who profess to believe in lesus Chrisf^ were given full 
freedom of religion. Moreover the authorities were com- 
manded to employ “the penalties menconed in the said 
Act . . . vpon any offenders against the same or any part 
thereof.”®* Thus was the barbaric punishment for blas- 
phemy restored to the Maryland statute books. 

It was not long before the blasphemy law found a 
victim — our acquaintance, Jacob Lumbrozo. 
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The crisis arose as a result of Lumbrozo's association 
with Richard Preston, Jr., son of one of the leading men 
in Maryland. Preston, Sr., was among the persecuted 
Puritans of Virginia who had settled in Maryland on 
invitation. A leader in the revolt which dislodged his 
erstwhile Catholic hosts, he served as speaker of the 
Assembly in 1654,^^ and as commissioner under Governor 
William Fuller. 

The Preston family sympathized with Quakerism, and 
in the course of time they abandoned the Puritan cause to 
join the Society of Friends. Very likely their conversion 
was brought about by the visit to Maryland of two 
Quaker missionaries, Josiah Coale and Thomas Thurston, 
who were entertained by the Prestons in the summer of 
1658.*® At any rate, the younger Preston, the following 
February, “declared’^ the facts in a deposition to be true 
rather than submit to oath.*^ This was quite in accord 
with Quaker practice. The occasion was the presentation 
of evidence against Lumbrozo. 

The more important of the Prestons^ summer visitors 
seems to have been Josiah Coale. Rufus Jones has de- 
scribed him as ‘‘one of the finest spirits among the entire 
band of ‘publishers of Truth’ in the colonies.”*® He 
attempted to preach the Quaker message to whites and 
Indians alike, and he was not the kind who submitted to 
man-made laws which outraged his principles.*® 

A clash with the provincial authorities was inevitable. 
Both he and Thurston refused to take the pledge of 
fidelity and urged their followers to do likewise. In 
addition to this offense, they were charged with seducing 
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‘‘many of the people unto erroneous & blasphemous 
Tenetts/'*® (Apparently the disciples of George Fox 
were outside of the Maryland scheme of toleration 
because of their aggressive proselytizing.) The trouble- 
makers were accordingly arrested and expelled from 
the colony.®^ 

Before this happened. Coale spent some time in 
Lumbrozo’s company. This was probably his first 
encounter with a follower of Moses and, if he was like some 
of his contemporaries, he longed to win lost Jewish souls. 
At that very time a pair of Quaker missionaries were 
boldly trying to make converts among the Jews living in 
the ghettos of Catholic Italy.^ 

Coale seems to have seized the opportunity to cross- 
examine Lumbrozo on a very delicate subject — the Jewish 
attitude towards Jesus. Lumbrozo answered his queries 
with frankness, but he outraged some of his hearers, and 
as a result ran afoul of the law on blasphemy. 

The affair ultimately came before the provincial court 
which sat at St. Mary's on February 23, 1658/9. Josias 
Fendall, the governor, presided, and the board consisted 
of five men.®^ Lumbrozo was “charged by his Lps Attorney 
for uttering words of blesphemy agst Our Blessed Sauior 
Jesus Christ."®® 

On this occasion the depositions of two witnesses were 
read. One of them, Richard Preston, Jr., described the 
searching questions Coale directed to Lumbrozo: Were 
the Jews looking for a messiah ? Yes, answered Lumbrozo. 
Who was crucified at Jerusalem? He was a man. How 
were his miracles performed? By the art of magic. How 
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then were the disciples able to bring about similar miracles 
after the crucifixion ? He might have taught them his art, 
said “the Jew Doctor.”^® 

The second deposition read at the hearing was made 
by John Fossett, a man about forty-four years old. He 
related that he also had discussed the character of Jesus 
with Lumbrozo at the Preston home, probably on the 
day of the Coale interview, but there is no direct evidence 
to this effect. 

According to Fossett’s statement, he had insisted that 
Jesus was more than mere man, witness the resurrec- 
tion. Lumbrozo cynically replied that his body had been 
stolen by disciples. No man ever performed such miracles 
as Jesus, said Fossett. They might have been done by 
sorcery, was the answer. Then Fossett accused Lumbrozo 
of considering Jesus a “Negromancer.'" “To s^ 
Lumbrozo answered nothing but laughed.'’®^ 

Lumbrozo appeared in court to face the charges and 
corroborated what appears between the lines of the two 
depositions, namely, that he was prodded into expressing 
his opinions on Jesus. He testified that he was forced 
“by them to declare his Opinion, & being by profession 
a Jew he answered to some particular demands then 
urged, & as to that of miracles done by Art magick, he 
declared what remains written concerning Moses & the 
Magicians of Egipt: But sayd not any thing scoffingly 
or in derogaon by him, Christians acknowledge for their 
Messias.”®® 

The court decided that Lumbrozo was to remain in 
the sherifT s custody “until hee put in security Body for 
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Body*^ to answer the charge of blasphemy at the next 
court session. His accusers, moreover, were to appear 
in person against him.** That is the last we hear about 
the affair. 

It so happened that at this time Governor Fendall 
proclaimed an amnesty in connection with the installa- 
tion of Richard Cromwell as Lord Protector. The gover- 
nor chose this occasion to pardon all persons who ‘‘stood 
indicted conulcted or Condemned to dye.”*® This may 
have been how Lumbrozo escaped further prosecution. 

One may doubt whether he would have suffered death 
in any event. His influence and position were too strong 
for that — unless a popular outcry had been raised 
against him, something which was absent. As a matter 
of fact, as a Jew, his lack of legal status in the province 
was thoroughly ignored. 

We know that Lumbrozo was an important member 
of the community who enjoyed all the privileges of his 
Christian neighbors. Some time before the blasphemy 
charges were raised, he witnessed a promissory note.** 
In 1663, he was permitted to serve on the jury of the 
provincial court.** The very next day he acquired letters 
of denization by the same formula as was employed for 
Catholic or Protestant aliens.** During this same period 
Lumbrozo changed his given name from the Jewish 
Jacob to the equally Jewish John without leaving an 
explanation for posterity.** 

Lumbrozo’s facility in expression and argument must 
have been generally recognized, for he appeared in court 
a number of times as attorney. One such occasion was 
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in February, 1662/3, before his denization, when he 
argued for his two servants, John and Margery Gould, 
in an action of defamation which they had brought against 
Giles and Elizabeth Glover. Lumbrozo charged that 
Mrs. Glover had abused Margery by crying: “Play the 
whore in the Come feeld againe.” He attempted to 
clinch his case by quoting snatches of rhyme like the 
following: 

“Shee hues for euer in eternall shame 
that Hues to see the death of her good name.” 

Following the testimony of one witness, the case was 
continued at the request of the defendants until the next 
meeting of the court.^^ That is the last heard of the 
action. 

There was nonetheless a sequel, and a fantastic one 
at that. Three months after championing the cause of 
the Goulds, Lumbrozo was himself suing his servants 
and erstwhile friends for defamation. They were accused 
of spreading the tale that he had offered John Gould half 
his possessions, “boath land and hogs and all that he 
had,” if he might enjoy special privileges with Margery. 
Margery testified how Lumbrozo had attempted to force 
her, while he furnished scriptural prooof that his inten- 
tions were honorable. Daniel Johnson, the defendants' 
attorney, dared Lumbrozo to carry his case to the pro- 
vincial court, but the latter, deciding that discretion 
was the better policy, withdrew his suit and paid the 
costs." 

Lumbrozo was involved in an even more unsavory 
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matter two and a half months later when he was arrested 
for producing a criminal abortion upon Elizabeth Wild, 
his maidservant. This had taken place, it was claimed, 
after he had made the reluctant girl submit to him 
by force. 

Lumbrozo managed to escape from this dilemma by 
marriage, which disqualified the girl as witness against 
him. Naturally Elizabeth repudiated the statements she 
had previously made. The jury indicted them both,<^ but 
the records report no further proceedings. 

One more sordid charge against Lumbrozo must be 
mentioned. Thomas Allcock, who lost his wife and child 
in an Indian attack, had Lumbrozo arrested in November, 
1665, for receiving goods stolen from his house at the time 
of the murders. The trial was set for January 2, 1666, 
before the provincial court at St. Mary’s.^* Serious as 
this affair was, there is no mention of any further action. 
Lumbrozo may have been dead when the case was called 
in January. By May, Elizabeth was not only a widow 
but the wife of another man.** John, Lumbrozo’s son, was 
posthumously born to her.*® 

Strange, is it not, that this bizarre individual was the 
single Jewish personality who played a part in the his- 
tory of the province of Maryland ? Down until the eight- 
eenth century there were no identifiable Jews, despite 
some names of men who mieht have been Jewish but 
who were probably Spanish and Catholic. The story 
of Jewish rights before the Revolution is only a matter of 
scraps and bits which must be set against the background 
oi a ferocious anti-Catholic trend. 
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A new epoch, serving as a prologue to the bigotry to 
come, was ushered in when Maryland became a royal 
province in 1691. The governor was instructed (like 
others in charge of colonies directly attached to the crown) 
to afford “a liberty of conscience to all persons except 
Papists.” This continued until 1703 when, strangely 
enough, the words “except Papists” were omitted in the 
instructions. For the twelve years that followed there 
appeared to be complete religious freedom for all men.** 
Then the oppression of Catholics set in, and there were 
no half measures. Papists were suspected of the foulest 
treason, and the Assembly listened to hysterical accusa- 
tions that they would combine with the French and 
Indians beyond the frontier and with Negro slaves 
at home to destroy the state.** Catholics were dis- 
franchised®* and their priests might not say mass.** 
Catholic parents were even forbidden to win back erring 
Protestant children to the faith.** 

A special head tax on imported Irish Catholic servants 
was invoked to limit the Romanist population. In 1717, 
the tax was set at forty shillings, the same figure as 
for Negro slaves, and was continued until the period 
of the Revolution.** (British convicts arrived in droves 
tax free.)** There was a similar tax, known as the Leibzoll^ 
exacted from the Jews of Germany at this same period.** 
Moses Mendelssohn, the philosopher, was charged the 
same entry fee at the gates of Dresden as a Polish cow.** 
An even more vicious measure which has some Jewish 
interest, passed the lower house on May 18, 1756.*® 
It provided that German or French Catholics landing 
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in Maryland must pay a tax of five pounds. If they 
were priests or Jesuits, the exaction was two hundred 
pounds.®^ In order to determine whether newcomers 
were Catholics, they were compelled to sign the test and 
take the oath of abjuration, something that no loyal 
son of the Church would do.®^ The bill, however, pro- 
posed that Jews entering Maryland might take the 
special oaths prescribed for their benefit by the Natur- 
alization Act of 1740.®® 

The measure was defeated in the upper house and 
never became law.®^ It has significance, however, because 
it proves that the sensibilities of the Jews were recognized 
by Maryland in the eighteenth century, despite the 
barbarous treatment of Catholics. 

A passage in the provincial records furnishes a clue 
to prove that Jews were permitted to sojourn in Maryland 
and conduct business there. It tells us how Sampson 
Levy, an early Jewish resident of Baltimore,®® was able 
to obtain a judgment against the widow Susanna Risteau, 
in the provincial court in 1755.®® 

The right of residence and the privilege of earning 
a livelihood which Jews possessed did not afford them 
complete equality. There was no such thing as religious 
toleration. As a non-Christian people, they would not 
have been permitted to conduct public worship. There 
never were enough Jews, it so happened, to question 
the provisions of such a law. Few as they were, however, 
they were regarded as members of an inferior order 
of citizens, ineligible to vote or hold office. 

The Revolution came and brought religious and civil 
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equality to the hunted Catholics. But the Jews of Mary- 
land had to wait impatiently while their numbers in- 
creased greatly before they could secure recognition. 
Only after the passage of another half century did they 
succeed in their struggle for emancipation. 

Maryland is sandwiched in between two colonies 
which played dominant parts in colonial history and 
in the drama of the Revolution. These were the populous 
and influential provinces of Pennsylvania and Virginia. 
In Pennsylvania, as we have seen, Jews were established, 
in Philadelphia and the outlying towns alike, as city 
merchants and Indian traders. Far different was the sit- 
uation in colonial Virginia where there was only a faint 
trace of Jews throughout all its eventful history. 

Perhaps one reason for the absence of Jews was the 
rural economy of both the tidewater area and the hinter- 
land of piedmont and mountains. Even WiUiamsburg, 
the capital and largest center, had a population not far 
above the thousand mark. And Jews, it must be remem- 
bered, preferred towns. 

The few Jews settled in the Old Dominion were 
scattered during the entire colonial period, if we may 
judge by some of the names that have survived in the 
records. We may go as far back as John Levy who 
acquired land in James City County in 1648.*^ The 
historian of Albemarle County declared that Michael 
Israel, who patented eighty acres of land in 1757, was 
a Jew; but he failed to cite his authority.** One final 
example of a probable Jew in Virginia was Hezekiah 



BLASPHEMY UNDER THE CALVERTS 


149 


Levy, who was a member of the Fredericksburg Masonic 
Lodge to which George Washington belonged.®® 

The Virginia tradition included the established Anglican 
church whose clergy was supported by the inhabitants 
whether they liked it or not. Judging from the agitation 
conducted by Presbyterians and others, there were 
strong objections raised. These came to a head in 1779 
when Thomas Jefferson authored the classic Statute 
of Virginia for religious freedom, which completely 
emancipated the consciences of the commonwealth’s 
citizens. Jefferson composed it in such fashion that it 
comprehended "‘within the mantle of its protection, 
the Jew and the Gentile, the Christian and Mahometan, 
the Hindoo and infidel of every denomination.”^® Both he 
and his state won immortality in the battle for religious 
freedom. 



CHAPTER IX 


SOUTH CAROLINA FROM SHAFTESBURY 
TO SALVADOR 

C AROLINA owes its origin to the time in 1663 
when eight English noblemen, on profit bent, 
secured a grant of land between Virginia and Spanish 
Florida. This great tract they proposed to colonize. 
How else could they make money? 

It was not as easy to secure settlers for the southern 
wilderness as for the more inviting stretches of New 
England and the Middle Colonies. The proprietors 
must have recognized that their best prospects were 
among the dissenters, for their first charter proclaimed 
that, along with public worship according to the forms 
of the Anglican Church, the proprietors were ready 
to make such concessions as they saw fit to noncon- 
formists of good behavior.* 

A second charter, dating from 1665, went a step farther. 
It guaranteed that no person should be molested or 
punished for differences in belief or practice if given indul- 
gence by the proprietors.* Neither document required 
settlers to be Christians or Protestants, but decisions in 
matters of religion were left completely in the hands ot 
Carolina’s owners. 

The first faltering policies were terminated in 1669, 

when Lord Ashley assumed leadership and began to steer 

ISO 
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a more determined course. Ashley, later to become the 
Earl of Shaftesbury, was an inscrutable politician who 
belonged to a different school from the typical courtier 
of the Restoration age. He was endowed with a keen mind 
and independent judgment, and had a broad sympathy 
for religious toleration. 

One of the most productive friendships in the history 
of English thought developed between him and the 
philosopher, John Locke. Out of a fortuitous meeting 
in Oxford in 1666 the two men were drawn together, 
and Locke became the statesman's confidant and physi- 
cian. One may see Ashley's influence at work in Locke's 
writings.* This is particularly true of his Epistola de 
Tolerantia, which someone has called the most original 
of Locke's works,^ with its plea for the recognition 
of absolute liberty.® 

When Ashley became the head of the enterprise, it 
was only natural for him to make his close friend, John 
Locke, chief secretary of the company of the lords 
proprietors.® Accordingly, Locke put on paper “my 
lord's" ideas and his own, and the net result was The 
Fundamental Constitutions for the Government of Carolina 
which Locke wrote in his own hand.^ 

The Constitutions which were prepared in 1669, with 
their seignories and baronies, their landgraves and 
caciques, seem to the uninitiated a melange of archaic 
concepts. Sixteen of the articles concern matters of 
religion, and they make rewarding reading. 

The Constitutions set up the Church of England 
as the established faith, the only one to be supported 
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by taxes.® In the very next article they provided that 
*‘seven persons agreeing in any religion shall constitute 
a church.*' There are extensive reasons given why 
this form of liberalism should prevail: 

1. The natives were heathens whose lack of Chris- 
tianity gave the newcomers “no right to expel them 
or use them ill." 

2. It would be unreasonable to keep out any of the 
prospective settlers who would be of different re- 
ligous opinions. 

3. There should be civil peace and a compact with all 
men whatever their backgrounds, to avoid offense 
to God and scandal to the true religion. 

4. “Jews, Heathens and other dissenters from the 
purity of the Christian religion" should obtain a 
chance to acquaint themselves with its doctrines 
and “by good usage and persuasion ... be won 
over to embrace . . . the truth."® 

This article offered as cordial a welcome to Jews as 
Roger Williams himself might have extended, even if 
the object was to win them over to Christianity. 

The Constitutions did not obligate a man to embrace 
a particular denomination, but they required him to have 
some religion. Each person above the age of seventeen 
had to identify himself with a religious group or else 
forfeit the protection of the law.^® Atheism as such 
was under a ban, but all religions were to be respected. 
“Abusive language against any religion" was forbidden, 
“that being the certain way of disturbing the peace, 
and of hindering the conversion of any to the truth."*^ 

So much for the religious philosophy of Locke's 
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Constitutions. The truth is that this fabric of government 
was never accepted by the settlers of Carolina. Five 
times the proprietors sought the adherence of the 
Assembly, but their efforts proved futile on each occa- 
sion .^2 ^ final version of the Fundamental Constitutions 
was proffered as late as 1698 in somewhat abridged 
form. The same religious conditions as before were in 
evidence, but the Jews as such were not mentioned.^^ 

Shortly afterwards the division of the province into 
North and South Carolina was achieved. For some time 
the settlements to the north had suffered because of 
remoteness from the government at Charleston. In 
fact, it was easier for them to ship their tobacco by way 
of Virginia. Isolation bred separatism, until finally 
the official break was completed in 1712 when Edward 
Hyde became first governor of North Carolina.^* 

There were practically no Jews in North Carolina 
during the colonial period.^® Such as came there lived 
under a regime with a hateful established church whose 
treatment of dissenters was harsh. Of more interest to 
Jews was their struggle for complete emancipation after 
freedom and statehood had been achieved.^® This was 
not entirely realized until 1868 when Jews were permitted 
to hold office under the state constitution, a product of 
Reconstruction days.'^ 

South Carolina's record, on the other hand, has been 
outstanding, with its treatment of the Jews more uni- 
formly favorable than that of any other colony where they 
settled in numbers. Few indeed were the rebuffs faced. 
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while the story of the rights enjoyed by the Jews estab- 
lishes South Carolina as the first community in the 
modern world where Jews might vote. It was also the 
first government where a Jew was elected to office by 
his Christian neighbors. 

The first Jew mentioned was living in South Carolina 
in 1695, fifteen years after the founding of Charleston. In 
that year the Yamassee tribe, which was friendly to 
the English, took four Indians from Spanish Florida 
their prisoners and brought them to Charleston, where 
Governor John Archdale had them questioned. The 
governor wrote: “They could speak Spanish, and I 
had a "Jew for an Interpreter, so upon examination I 
found they profess’d the Christian Religion as the 
Papists do." They were accordingly rescued from the 
prospect of slavery and sent to St. Augustine.** As 
for the unnamed Jew, he was assumedly Sephardic, 
and therefore well qualified to translate such Spanish 
as was spoken by the Indians. 

The early Jewish arrivals were a tiny segment of the 
heterogeneous population of South Carolina, which 
showed a marked diversity from the beginning. Most 
conspicuous among the dissenters were the Huguenots 
who entered the province in large numbers following 
the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685.** By 1700 
they numbered one-twelfth of the population.** For our 
study the place of the Huguenots in South Carolina life 
is important. In their political struggles they served as 
shock troops in the battle for the rights of aliens. If we 
search for a clue to explain the enjoyment of civil rights 
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by the Jews of South Carolina on a large scale, it is found 
in the part played by these French-speaking foreigners. 

Unfortunately for the peace of mind of the Huguenots 
themselves, they plunged into partisan politics. In 
France these Protestants had fought for the cause of 
Calvinism; under English rule they associated themselves 
with the political fortunes of the Anglican Church.*^ It so 
happened that in South Carolina the dissenters and the 
Church of England party were pretty evenly matched, so 
that the Huguenots occupied a key place in the party 
strife.^® 

Quite understandably the Huguenots as foreigners 
were in an exposed position and became the butt of 
agitation by the dissenters. The latter went so far 
as to question the validity of French marriages and the 
legitimacy of the offspring of Huguenots. What is more, 
their opponents insisted that since the French settlers 
were aliens, their estates would revert to the proprietors 
upon death.** 

Of course, the Huguenots appealed to the proprietors 
in England for support and received a reply that stiffened 
their resistance. The French settlers, said the authorities 
overseas, “have Equall Justice wth English men and Injoy 
the Same Privileges. 

The Huguenots must have listened with satisfaction 
when Governor Joseph Blake, a Puritan, addressed the 
Assembly on February 23, 1697, and urged that the 
lawmakers unify the population by passing various 
measures that would improve the standing of aliens by 
securing their estates.*® A joint committee of both 
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chambers set to work immediately” and, by the time 
the Assembly adjourned on March 10, the act they 
proposed had become law.*’ 

The statute declared that religious persecution had 
forced some aliens to settle in South Carolina and these 
people had proved themselves law-abiding and indus- 
trious. “All Aliens, male and female, of what nation 
soever, which now are inhabitants of South Carolina,” it 
declared, should have all the rights of anyone born of 
English parents.** 

It is asserted that since certain settlers had come in 
the hope of securing freedom of conscience, all Christians 
(Papists excepted) should enjoy full freedom of worship. 
They were not, however, to disturb the public peace 
or interfere with the religious services of others.** 

It should be noted that freedom of conscience was 
granted only to Protestants, but the full rights of British 
subjects in all other respects were extended to every 
alien who applied by petition to the governor within 
the next three months. Those who became naturalized 
in this way were required to swear allegiance to the king.** 
Included with the text of the law were the names of 
sixty-four men who had already petitioned the General 
Assembly for the benefits now accorded. The list has 
a distinct Huguenot flavor except for the four names at 
the end. The conclusion is as follows: “Simon Vallentine 
merchant, — [undecipherable] merchant, Jacob Mendis 
merchant, and Avila merchant.”** 

There is every reason to believe that these were four 
Jewish merchants, some of whom — probably all — were 
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of Spanish and Portuguese descent. The first of them, 
Simon Valentine, may be positively identified. Under 
the name of Simon Valentyn Vander Wilde, a Jew, 
he was recorded in New York as receiving his burgher 
right in 1682.^* His South Carolina naturalization 
papers too have been preserved. They read in part 
as follows: 

GREETEING 

KNOW Yee that Simon Valentine Mercht: an alien 
of ye Jewish Nation borne out of the Crown of England 
hath Taken his oath of allegiance to our Sovereign 
Lord William ye Third . . . And is fully . . . Qualified 
and Capacitated to have use and Enjoy all the rights 
Priviledges Powers and Immunity es Given . . . any 
Alien then Inhabitant of South Carolina . . . 

The document is dated May 26, 1697 — two and a half 
months after the law was enacted — and is signed by 
the governor, John Blake.^* 

We have a shred of information about Abraham 
Avilah, one of the other three merchants whose names 
accompanied Valentine's on the petition. In 1698, Avilah 
empowered Valentine to serve as his attorney.®^ This 
lends further probability to the hypothesis that Avilah 
was Jewish. 

The act of naturalization was truly a historic event. 
Many years were to elapse before 1740 when Parliament 
would pass its law to naturalize foreign Protestants 
and Jews in the colonies. We recall that when a similar 
attempt to naturalize Jewish aliens in England was 
made in 1753, the act was revoked following furious 
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demonstrations of popular resentment. Note 1697, the 
year of Jewish naturalization in South Carolina, as 
a milestone in Jewish history. 

A second important right secured by the Jews of South 
Carolina was the franchise, which was also highlighted 
by the political battles of the Huguenots. For the mass 
naturalizations did not end the party struggles, which 
continued as bitterly as ever. 

From the very earliest times, the qualifications of 
voters had been defined in^ exceptionally broad terms. 
The Fundamental Constitutions had declared merely 
that no one owning less than fifty acres of freehold®^ should 
be able to participate in the election of a member of 
Parliament, as the General Assembly is there called. In 
1692, the Assembly extended the franchise to anyone 
who would swear that he was worth ten pounds. Although 
the text has been lost,^® we know what became of the 
measure. The proprietors vetoed it, claiming the bill 
was so loosely worded that even the pirates of the Red Sea 
would have been qualified to vote in Carolina.^^ If the 
pirates of the Red Sea might vote, why not the Jews 
in the province? 

The voting situation became a crucial issue as the 
outgrowth of one of the fights which flourished between 
the dissenters and the Church of England party. In 
1702 there was quite a commotion in the Assembly when 
the dissenters claimed that Governor James Moore 
had organized a military expedition against St. Augustine 
in order to enslave Indians for private gain.** At the time, 
half the members walked out, so that a quorum was 
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lacking to approve the debts incurred during the cam- 
paign.'* Later there was a riot, or rather a brawl, which 
resulted in one casualty, a woman’s miscarriage.*® 

This was all very trivial. But in the tense atmosphere 
of South Carolina it was deemed sufficiently serious 
to demand redress from the proprietors in England. 
Accordingly, one hundred and fifty inhabitants of Colleton 
County, including Assembly members, gathered together 
on June 26, 1703, and signed a long address of grievances 
which they sent to London by John Ash, one of the 
dissenter leaders. They hoped thus to gain the support of 
the lords proprietors in the battle against the Anglican 
party.** After describing the course of Governor Moore’s 
troubles and the abortive riot in Charleston, they went 
on to tell of the election procedures in the province. 

They felt that foreigners had infringed on the “funda- 
mental rights & unquestionable Privileges belonging 
to English-men’’ for no alien, unless properly qualified, 
should have the right to vote. Yet in the Berkeley 
County election of November, 1701, aliens, free Negroes 
and servants had participated.** 

But things were even worse in the election of 1703. 

For at this last Election, Jews, Strangers, Sailors, 
Servants, Negroes, & almost every French Man in 
Craven & Berkly County came down to elect, & their 
Votes were taken; & the Persons by them voted for 
were returned by the Sheriff, to the manifest wrong 
& prejudice of other Candidates.** 

The protest concluded with a passionate appeal for 
that relief which could not be found in Carolina. “When 
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Foreigners & Strangers shall make our laws,” it declared, 

. . when, in a word. Force is made the Arbiter of all 
differences, ... it is surely a time, if ever there be one, 
for a people to complain.”^ 

It goes without saying that the Jewish issue was 
dragged into the controversy because the Jews were 
not lined up with the dissenters. Had they voted on 
the other side, the ballots to which they were entitled 
by law would have been respected and not denounced. 
Because they were anxious to confound the governor’s 
followers, the dissenters had to impeach the character 
of all associated with him. 

This same procedure was pursued in a rabid pamphlet, 
entided Affairs in Carolina, which was begun by John 
Ash, the representative of the dissenters m London. 
Death intervened before the work was finished, but Ash 
got far enough to accuse Simon Valentine, the Jew 
naturalized in 1697, of serving as go-between for Governor 
Moore in a shady deal. It concerned the collection of 
money from John Martin to foster illegal trade with 
the French at a time when a state of war existed between 
the two nations. 

Ash admitted that he could not prove his charges in 
a court of law.« Mr. Alexander Salley, who edited his 
pamphlet, stated that the abuse and bias of the brochure 
rendered it unreliable as a historical source." Ash 
makes clear, however, which side Valentine (and other 
Jews) espoused in the great provincial struggle. 

After Ash’s death, Joseph Boone continued agitation 
in England on behalf of the dissenters, first before the 
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proprietors and then before the House of Lords.^^ He 
presented a memorial to that body which described 
the role of the Jews in the election in almost the same 
language as Ash had employed.*® At this time, he engaged 
England’s outstanding public relations counsel of the day, 
Daniel Defoe. The author of Robinson Crusoe turned out 
a pamphlet called Party-Tyranny for the benefit of 
the two houses of Parliament.*® There, too, appears 
the account of the Jewish voters.®® 

While the dissenters were carrying their futile protests 
to England, the Anglican group at home made reprisals 
in their own way. In 1704, they passed an act to exclude 
dissenters from the Assembly by requiring all nonconform- 
ist members to receive the sacrament of the Lord’s 
Supper according to the usage of the Church of England. 
At the same time, Anglican assemblymen were excused 
from the sacrament altogether.®^ 

On November 4, 1704 — six months later — the Anglicans 
had their revenge. They set up a church establishment 
(quite in harmony with the provisions of the Fundamental 
Constitutions)^^ they passed a new naturalization law, 
and they authorized new standards for suffrage. 

The new naturalization regulations added two restric- 
tions not found in the act of 1697. First, a candidate 
for naturalization must take the oath of allegiance 
to Queen Anne and that of abjuration to the house 
of Stuart ‘‘on the Holy Evangelists or otherwise according 
to the form of his profession.” The “otherwise” was 
the loophole which provided for such exceptions as 
Jews. The second provision was more significant in 
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that it would not permit naturalized subjects to serve 
in the Assembly.” 

The new suffrage requirements demanded that voters 
be twenty-one years of age, own fifty acres of land or 
be worth ten pounds, and reside in their precincts for 
three months.” This law allowed aliens to vote as before. 

The act to keep dissenters out of the Assembly did 
not have a long life, for it was based on party vengeance. 
Repeal was brought about on November 30, 1706.“ 

The election law, however, was not replaced until 
September 19, 1721. The new statute declared that 
“every free white man . . . professing the Christian 
religion” who was at least twenty-one years of age, able 
to meet the property requirements, might vote after 
a year’s residence in the province.” 

The same act did not include Christianity among 
the qualifications for membership in the Assembly, 
nor was there any Christological phrase in the oaths 
taken by those elected. But each successful candidate 
had to be sworn “on the holy evangelists.”*^ In addition, 
each member was expected to take “the usual oaths” and 
conform to other regulations which were beyond fulfill- 
ment by any believing Jew. 

There is no evidence to indicate that the Jews were 
under consideration when this new legislation became 
effective. There were so few of them in the colony at 
the time that, in 1723, a full account of the state of 
religion in South Carolina did not see fit so much as 
to mention the Jews.** 
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The fact was that a long period elapsed before Charles- 
ton might be described as having a Jewish community. 
We know already of the four Jews who were naturalized 
in 1697. Barnett Elzas, who wrote on the Jews of South 
Carolina, found only two additional Jewish names in 
Charleston during the next thirty-five years.** During 
the thirties of the eighteenth century a thin trickle of 
Jewish immigrants flowed in and, beginning with 1750, 
Jewish names occur more frequently in Elzas' catalogue.*® 
Many of the newcomers came from England, some of them 
belonged to the malcontents who abandoned Savannah, 
and a few, no doubt, sailed to Charleston from the 
West Indies. 

In 1750 the community was large enough to establish 
a congregation, known as Beth Elohim,*‘ which acquired 
a synagogue during its first decade of existence.** Prob- 
ably this house of prayer was a converted dwelling. At 
any rate, it was the second synagogue on the North 
American continent, the first being in New York. In 
South Carolina there never seems to have been an attempt 
to bar Jews or any other sect, save Catholics, from 
worshiping as they pleased. 

Isaac Da Costa, who came over from London in 1750, 
was representative of the community in two important 
fields of activity: religion, and trade. He was haxzan 
of the congregation, while serving as shipping agent 
and merchant, dealing in European and Indian goods.** 

Moses Lindo, probably the most unusual of the Jewish 
merchants, laid claim to an education at the Merchant 
Taylor’s School in London.** He became an expert in 
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indigo and asserted that he had been summoned before 
Parliament to testify on the qualities of the Carolina 
product-** 

In 1756, he removed to Charleston** where he exer- 
cised his talents as sorter of the indigo which was now 
being grown in ever increasing quantities, since the 
British government offered a bounty for the colonial 
crop.*’ Seventy-four prominent men of South Carolina 
signed a testimonial which declared Lindo to be the 
only man qualified to grade the indigo properly, and 
Governor Thomas Boone (at Lindo’s own request) 
made him “Surveyor and Inspector-General of the 
Indico” of South Carolina.** 

There are other examples of Lindo’s flair for histri- 
onics. One was his correspondence with the authorities 
of the College of Rhode Island, to which he promised 
a munificent endowment if Jewish students were made 
welcome.** Another was the dispatch of a large water 
sapphire or topaz, purchased for a trifle, to the queen of 
England, since he deemed one of lesser rank unworthy of 
so precious a stone.’® Lindo died in 1774.” 

Turning from business to the social life of Charleston, 
we find little if any discrimination against Jews. Moses 
Solomon became one of the members of St. Andrew’s 
Society, a Scottish social and philanthropic organization 
to which men of other stocks gained admission.’* And 
Isaac Da Costa, the hazzan, in 1759, was made treasurer 
of King Solomon’s Lodge, No. 1, the oldest regularly 
constituted lodge in the Masonry of South Carolina.’* 

There was even a Jewish officer, named Joseph Levy, 
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commissioned lieutenant in the South Carolina Regiment 
of Foot in 1757. During the Cherokee War of 1760 
and 1761, we find Lieutenant Levy enrolled in Colonel 
Middleton's South Carolina Regiment. This conflict 
was a training school for some of the state's heroes 
of the Revolution. Henry Laurens, William Moultrie, 
Francis Marion, Isaac Huger and Andrew Pickens 
were officers who served as comrades in arms with Levy.’® 
During these years the political pattern of South 
Carolina had been changing. The election law of 1721, 
which required voters to be Christian, came to be replaced 
by one in 1745 which raised the property qualifications,’® 
and by one in 1759 which made Protestantism a require- 
ment.” Maybe the arrival of a contingent of Acadian 
exiles was responsible for this.’® Were Jews being deprived 
of the vote during this period? There is no evidence 
that they were prevented from casting their ballots, 
and when we note that one Jew, Francis Salvador, 
was actually elected to office, we may be sure that any 
restriction on voting had become a dead letter. 

Salvador, who was born in England, belonged to one 
of the most prominent Jewish families in the country.’® 
His grandfather, Francis Salvador, Jr., had been associated 
with the effort to send Jews to Georgia at the outset 
of Oglethorpe's undertaking.®® Young Salvador — he 
was probably only twenty-six at the time®^ — landed in 
Charleston, 1773,®* and set himself up as a planter on some 
of his family-in-law's land in the Ninety-Six district.*® 

The neighborhood was seething with agitation against 
Parliament and King George, and Salvador, newcomer 
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though ’he was, played an active part in the patriot 
cause. Perhaps he recognized that out on the Carolina 
frontier a man was rated at his own worth, while across 
the sea in England all his family’s prestige and influ- 
ence could not wipe away the stigma of being a Jew. 
At any rate, his district made him their representative 
to the First and Second Provincial Congress in 1774. 
There he was named to various committees concerned with 
the conduct of the war.** He was the first Jew in American 
history, and probably the first Jew in the modern world, 
to serve in an elective office. 

Early in the Revolution, Salvador was slain in a border 
clash with Indians who had taken the warpath under 
British instigation.** His career was not so much a tribute 
to the man himself as it was a symbol of the atmosphere 
of good will which prevailed in South Carolina. 

The state of religion that existed there on the eve 
of the Revolution was almost idyllic, if we may judge 
by the picture which William Gerard de Brahm painted. 
De Brahm established a German community at Bethany, 
Georgia, and built the fortifications of Charleston. His 
service as surveyor for South Carolina, Georgia and 
East Florida gave him the background for a descriptive 
work with the bizarre title of Philosophtco-Historico- 
Hydrogeography of South Carolina, Georgia, and East 
Florida.** 

Said De Brahm of Charleston: 

The city is divided in two parishes, has two churches, 
S*. Michal’s and S*. Philip’s, and six meeting houses, 
vid‘ an Independent, a Presbyterian, a French, a 
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German, and two Baptist; there is also an assembly 
for Quakers, and an other for Jews; all which are 
composed of several nations, altho' differing in 
religious principels, and in the knowledge of salvation, 
yet are far from being incouraged, or even inclining 
to that disorder which is so comon among men 
of contrary religious sentiments in many other parts 
of the world, where that pernicious spirit of con- 
troversy has laid foundation to hatred, persecution, 
and cruel inquisition, in lieu of ascertaining thereby 
how to live a godly life. A society of men (which 
in religion, government, and negotiation avoids 
whatever can disturbe peace and quietness) will 
always grow and prosper: so will this City and Prov- 
ince, whoose inhabitants was from its beginning 
renound for concord, compleasance, courteousness, 
and tenderness towards each other, and more so 
towards foreigners, with out regard or respect of 
nation or religion.”*^ 

This tradition is more glorious than anything in South 
Carolina’s annals about the craft of a Marion or the 
brilliance of a Calhoun, or all the heroism of her sons 
during the dark days of the War Between the States. 



CHAPTER X 


OGLETHORPE’S WARD’S: 

LONDON PHASE 

T he founding of Georgia was a characteristic ex- 
pression of the surgent humanitarianism which 
marked the eighteenth century. James Oglethorpe, scion 
of an old Jacobite family, who fought at Belgrade and 
entered Parliament, was suddenly hurtled into fame as 
chairman of a committee which disclosed the shocking 
conditions existing in the jails of England where rapacious 
keepers despoiled those imprisoned and subjected them 
to inhuman cruelties-^ ‘Tf this be Law,” he said in his 
report to the House of Commons, May 12, 1730, “all 
England may be made One extended Prison.”^ 

Oglethorpe’s outcry evoked a sympathetic response 
on the part of the British upper classes. He was encour- 
aged to advance a step farther by proposing that some- 
thing be done to remove a body of newly released debtors 
to some far-off spot where they might begin life afresh. 
He spoke to his friend. Viscount Percival, of transporting 
some of the thousands of starvelings from the streets of 
London to America, where farmers and fighters were alike 
needed along the French and Indian frontier. Percival 
thought it a good scheme.* 

At that time there were a number of philanthropic 
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movements afoot in England with the object of serving 
Indians, Negroes, and even whites in the New World. 
The Rev. Thomas Bray had organized his Associates 
for the promotion of Christian knowledge and the propa- 
gation of the Gospel in foreign parts. Berkeley, remem- 
bered as the bishop-philosopher who prophesied the 
westward course of empire, dreamed also of a Christian 
college in ‘‘the sea girt Bermuda islands” and got the 
promise of a government subsidy of twenty thousand 
pounds.^ 

Somehow Oglethorpe managed to merge the various 
well-meaning groups into one unit which aimed at a 
debtor settlement in Carolina. What is more, he secured 
control of various liberal endowments, including half 
of the government pledge to Berkeley, all for that 
precious scheme of his.® He entered into protracted 
negotiations with the crown and finally, on June 9, 1732,* 
he secured George IFs signature on the charter for “the 
Colony of Georgia in America.”^ 

In matters of religion the charter was reasonably 
liberal. “There shall be a liberty of conscience allowed 
in the worship of God to all persons . . . except papists,” 
declared the patent.® Aside from the current animus 
against Catholics in England, we must remember that the 
Spaniards were in near-by St. Augustine and Frenchmen 
lurked in Mobile. All Catholic settlers would be suspect 
as spies.® 

Nothing was said about propagating the Christian 
religion. This was curious, as the phrase occurred in 
the charters of other colonies and as the trustees in charge 
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of Georgia’s destinies, men of a religious bias and a 
philanthropic bent, were drawn from the ranks of Dr. 
Bray’s Associates and Oglethorpe’s committee on jails.*** 

The trustees consisted of the twenty men, listed in 
the charter, who were organized as a corporation.** 
Since the tmdertaking was a philanthropic venture, 
none of them was to derive a profit directly or indirectly 
from their service. Their policies were guided by a 
spirit of paternalism, a common trait in uplift work. 
They regarded the settlers as wards of the corporation 
rather than as individuals responsible for their own 
governance.** 

The various trustees differed from each other in the 
regularity of their attendance at meetings and in the 
zeal with which they pursued their goal — the relief 
of the destitute. Other than Oglethorpe himself, the most 
outstanding member of the body was John Lord Viscount 
Percival, who was made first earl of Egmont in 1733. 
By the Georgia charter he was first president of the 
corporation.** 

Egmont belonged to a type of peer that was all too 
rare in the age of Walpole, for he was honorable and 
conscientious both in public and private life. He was 
deeply engrossed in the whole Georgia venture and gave 
considerable time to it. His Diary^ a faithful mirror of 
the court life of the period, also gives us a thorough 
account of the deliberations of the trustees. It furnishes 
us a far more adequate picture than the brief minutes 
which were kept.** 

The sponsors of the new movement sought to achieve 
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their main purpose, that of regeneration, by means of 
a businesslike efficiency. The trustees themselves under- 
took to sift the ranks of the prospective colonists. 
Catholics were excluded as a matter of course, but the 
authorities were strict even with Protestants who were 
anxious to migrate. Some of the applicants were turned 
down because they were capable of earning a living 
at home, others because they failed to get their creditors' 
consent to sail.^® 

The special darlings of the trustees were the Salzburgers, 
simple Lutheran peasants, who had been driven from 
their peaceful valleys by the fury of the ruler, Anton 
of Firmian, the Catholic archbishop. All Protestant 
Europe felt compassion for these victims of persecution,^* 
and the corporation decided to remove some of them from 
Frankfort to Georgia and to give them land and free 
maintenance for a whole year.^^ 

Adequate support from government and people alike 
was required to carry out the ambitious Georgia venture. 
Accordingly, the trustees, in Professor Crane’s words, 
conducted “a remarkable publicity campaign, designed 
to ‘seir Georgia to Parliament, to charitable folk, and 
to intending colonists.”^* With the object of winning the 
socially-minded of the time, they arranged for the 
publication of propaganda material in newspapers and 
in highly colored pamphlets.^* But they also proceeded 
to commission a long list of men, in sympathy with 
the movement, to solicit subscriptions.*® The canvassing 
personnel included all ranks of society, from vicars to 
viscounts and lords. Jews also participated. 
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Three members of the London Jewish community, 
Anthony Da Costa, Francis Salvador, Junior, and Alvaro 
Lopez Suasso, made application to serve as fund-raisers 
for Georgia. The trustees probably figured that these 
men would be able to tap resources in Jewish circles 
which might not be so responsive to other solicitors. 
At any rate, they seem to have acted in haste, for they 
subsequently deeply regretted their action on Sep- 
tember 21, 1732, of giving sealed commissions to the 
Jews.^^ The observant Egmont was taking the waters 
at Bath when this occurred, and so we lack the full 
details of what transpired. But we do know that, if 
he had been present, he would have fought the step.** 

The three newly commissioned fund-raisers were 
socially prominent and influential bankers who were 
members of the Spanish-Portuguese community. Francis 
Salvador was to have a grandson of the same name 
who would become a patriot hero of South Carolina 
and perish early in the Revolution.*® At just that moment, 
the two other members of the committee were linked 
to the unsavory breach of promise suit of Philip Da 
Costa against his cousin, the widowed Kitty Villareal, 
which was receiving the widest publicity.*^ Kitty’s 
brother was Anthony (alias Moses),*® and her solicitor 
was Alvaro Lopez Suasso,*® who was the brother of 
Baron Suasso.*^ 

Meanwhile, the preparations for establishing the 
new settlement of Georgia were proceeding apace and 
Oglethorpe was able to sail from Gravesend, on Nov- 
ember 17, with over one hundred prospective colonists 
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aboard the frigate Ann^^ But Da Costa, Salvador 
and Suasso were not consumed with eagerness to serve 
the wretched victims of the English jails or the equally 
unhappy fugitives from Salzburg. They were seeking the 
solution of a problem that was closer to their hearts — 
the growing numbers of destitute German and Polish Jews 
in London who were a drain on the charity funds of the 
Sephardic community. In addition, the Jewish aristocrats 
with their Marrano strain resented the very presence of 
their Ashkenazic brethren, who might have been uncouth 
in their sight, but who none the less had never comprom- 
ised their Jewish loyalties.*® Why not export some of 
this unwelcome overflow to Georgia? 

There were practical difficulties in the way. The 
trustees were selecting the immigrants carefully and, 
though German Protestants were invited, in view of 
the spirit of the time, German Jews would not be equally 
welcome. It seems probable that the Jewish committee 
inquired of the corporation whether Jews might also 
go to Georgia if their own people paid the cost and the 
trustees assumed no burdens. At any rate, we find 
Egmont describing the meeting of December 7, 1732, in 
his Diary as follows: ‘^We then had a debate . . . whether 
we should send any Jews over if they went on their own 
expense; against which Mr. Vernon and I argued and 
gave our reasons, but Mr. Towers and Heathcot were 
for it, so the matter is referred to future consideration.”*® 

Both James Vernon and Percival had strong religious 
convictions. At a later date, Vernon complained that 
Towers, Heathcote and others were worldly men who 
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showed too little regard for the religious design of the 
colony.” We may appreciate that to the godly the 
presence of Jews would be a profanation of the Protestant 
sanctuary of Georgia. 

The Jewish canvassers were supposed to place the 
funds they raised at the disposal of the corporation. 
In view of the prospective exclusion of the Jews from 
Georgia, however, they doubtlessly felt justified in allo- 
cating the monies collected in such a way that needy 
Jews might get to Georgia whether the trustees liked 
it or not. 

Meanwhile, on Janurary 17, 1732/3, the trustees consid- 
ered the problem of the settlement of the Jews anew. 
This time, Egmont reported, they came to an agreement 
“that no Jews should be sent,” and “the deputations 
given them to collect should be revoked.”” 

There was more discussion on the same subject two 
weeks later. Egmont summed up the general sentiment 
as follows: “We do not think it proper to make a settle- 
ment of Jews, and therefore thought it proper to recall 
those deputations, having heard that they designed their 
collections for their own use, besides the report of our 
sending Jews has prevented several from subscribing 
to us.”” This last point, no doubt, proved a conclusive 
argument in determining the exclusion of the Jews. 

Benjamin Martyn, secretary of the corporation, was 
directed to convey the bad news to Messrs. Suasso, 
Salvador and Da Costa, which he did in a formal letter. 
It abounded in circumlocutions, but had none of the 
Chesterfieldian courtliness we associate with missives 
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of the eighteenth century. He stated he had learned 
that, since the canvassers had received their commissions, 
“certain Expectations have from thence been raised 
contrary to their Intentions, Which may be of ill conse> 
quence to their said Designs. Therefore to obviate any 
Difficulties, that may attend the same,’* the trustees 
desired the three gentlemen to return their commissions 
to Mr. Martyn." 

The letter was reinforced by a visit from Martyn 
himself** which failed to intimidate the Jews. Their re- 
sponse was a request that they might “at least” keep their 
commissions until Oglethorpe’s return from Georgia.** 
There the matter rested for the time being. 

The trustees were not yet aware that a shipment of 
German Jews was already en route to Georgia.*^ And 
before Oglethorpe was to leave his newly-founded town 
on the river, where the “Landskip” was so agreeable,** 
still another cargo of Jews would arrive. 

After the lapse of two centuries, one can afford to 
be philosophical about this conflict between the Jewish 
leaders and the corporation. The trustees lived in an 
England where Jews were suffered but not respected; 
they regarded Georgia as a purely Christian philanthropy; 
and they feared a Jewish infiltration would injure the 
assets of the colony. The Jews, on the other hand, 
were hemmed in by an unreasoning prejudice. Could 
they be blamed for side-stepping these barriers when 
they themselves bore the costs? 

And so forty-three Jews were smuggled ouc of England 
in Janurary, 1732/3. We have no description of their 
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sailing or their arrival written, on the spot, but we do 
possess the account of the master of their ship, a man 
named Hanson, as he reported the matter to the trustees 
the following December, almost a year later. 

Now Hanson acquired no fondness for his miserable 
passengers. He considered them a poor lot, the type that 
the Jews sent out “to ease their synagogue of them,” 
to use Percival’s words.** This pretty accurately accounts 
for the type of Ashkenazim who were then a financial 
burden on the London community. It does not, however, 
altogether rule out a sprinkling of Sephardim in the 
group. 

Perhaps the hostile ship captain, Hanson, was not 
exaggerating when he declared that Oglethorpe was so 
displeased over the arrival of the Jews that he consulted 
the lawyers of Charleston “whether he could not send 
them back, which they advised him he could not,” to 
use Egmont’s account. Then “Mr. Oglethorp gave them 
plots in the town of Savannah.”*® There was nothing 
like the assignment of land to make a settlement per- 
manent. 

A few months after the arrival of the Ashkenazim — 
on July 11, to be exact — a second group of Jews landed 
at Savannah. Benjamin Sheftall, who was one of the 
party, kept a Hebrew record of their experiences, which 
was translated in part and published in Isaac Leeser’s 
Occident over a century ago.*‘ The document appears 
genuine. Certain of its statements have been confirmed 
by the publication of other material which was not 
available in Leeser’s time. 
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Sheftall described their hazardous voyage, from the 
time that their vessel sustained injury in the Thames, 
through their narrow escape from shipwreck off the coast 
of North Carolina, down to the time when the forty 
Jewish immigrants set foot on Georgia soil with their 
precious Sejer Torah.*^ Almost all were Sephardim, 
although Sheftall was said to be of German descent." He 
made a list of their names" and proudly told his children 
that these settlers at least had paid their own passage 
across the ocean." 

The outstanding member of the troop was a Portuguese 
physician named Samuel Nunez. Mordecai Noah, the 
New York editor and politician who a century later 
sought glory in the abortive Ararat venture, claimed 
him as an ancestor and told a dramatic tale of the good 
doctor’s escape from Lisbon and the arm of the Inquisi- 
tion. It seems that Nunez invited the agents of the Holy 
Office to his home for a banquet, and then shanghaied 
them on board a brigantine which also carried the Nunez 
family and their jewels to safety in England." This is a 
good story even though probably compounded of family 
moonshine. 

But the truth of Nunez’s advent in Georgia is almost 
as striking as the legend about his departure from 
Portugal. Oglethorpe described the incident in a letter 
to Vernon in England, and we have it at second hand 
in the version given by Egmont in his Diary. While 
the general was away in Charleston, “the people were 
fallen to drinking of rum,’’ — I am using Percival’s words — 
“whereby we had lost twenty persons, and their sickness 
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was grown contagious, so that those who attended them, 
nurses, etc., were all dead, but a ship of forty Jews 
arriving with a physician, he entirely put a stop to it, so 
that not one died afterwards.”^^ This story verges 
on the miraculous. 

The first tidings of the coming of the Jews to Georgia 
reached England some time before the trustees were 
made aware of the exploit of Nunez. It is not clear, 
however, which shipment of immigrants first came to 
their attention and moved them to write Oglethorpe 
as follows on October 18: 

The Trustees have heard with concern of the arrival 
of Forty Jews with a design to settle in Georgia. They 
hope they will meet with no sort of encouragement, 
and desire. Sir, you will use your best endeavours that 
the said Jews may be allowed no kind of settlement 
with any of the grantees, the Trustees being appre- 
hensive they will be of prejudice to the Trade and 
Welfare of the Colony.*® 

A month later news arrived that the skill of Nunez 
had halted the pestilence. The trustees were no longer 
so bitter, for, after all, the Lisbon physician had rendered 
signal service. They still hoped a way might be found to 
get rid of the Jews in a decent manner, and they wrote 
Oglethorpe: 

Sir 

The Trustees are very much pleased with the Be- 
haviour of the Jewish Physician and the Service he 
has been to the Sick: As they have no doubt but you 
have given him some Gratuity for it they hope you 
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have taken any other Method of rewarding him than 
in granting of Lands.^® 

Perhaps they already suspected what they had not yet 
had time to learn. Nunez and his shipmates were in 
possession of plots of land.*^® 

Another month went by in London. On December 15, 
the trustees met once again, and this time they listened 
to Captain Hanson as he recounted the story of the first 
cargo of Jews. It was an unpleasant tale of disagreeable 
experiences with the forty-three impoverished voyagers 
whose reputations he blackened. ^‘Many of them ran 
from their Christian creditors, and none of them would 
work when they came there,*' he declared in Egmont*s 
account. The concluding statement was as follows: “They 
cheated the said Captain, besides eating his provision, so 
that he reckons he is about three or four hundred pounds 
a loser by them."®^ 

As the trustees listened to his embittered report, they 
must have pictured a swarm of penniless, ungrateful 
spongers descending upon fruitful Georgia like so many 
locusts. There was no way for them to learn the other 
side of the story, how the Salzburgers and the Anglican 
minister, Samuel Quincy, praised them. This was all 
to come later. 

Action was needed in the crisis. (Who knew? More 
Jews might be en route!) The trustees bethought them, 
selves of the commissions once so lightly issued to Messrs. 
Suasso, Salvador and Da Costa which had never been 
returned. They accordingly resolved, said Egmont, 
“to re-demand those commissions.’*®® 
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At the next meeting, which was held a week later, on 
December 22, the trustees drafted an emphatic letter — 
virtually an ultimatum — demanding the immediate re- 
turn of the commissions which had already been annulled. 
They declared that the commissions had been misapplied 
to raise monies that enabled certain Jews to go to Georgia. 
This was not only contrary to the intentions of the cor- 
poration, but might be of ill consequence to the colony 
itself. If the gentlemen did not return their commissions 
along with a financial statement, their conduct would be 
advertised to the world.“ It was an angry communication. 
“We all resented the Jews proceeding in that matter,'* 
wrote Egmont in his Diary 

When the trustees met on January 5, 1733/4, they 
learned of the answer from the three Jews, who stubbornly 
clung to their repudiated authority. The letter, said 
Egmont, made “a civil, but trifling excuse for sending 
some of their nation to Georgia without our knowledge."®® 
The trustees, in reply, wrote that the letter which 
had been received, “do’s not appear satisfactory," and 
they renewed their old demands, while adding a new 
one. 

The Trustees do likewise require that the said 
Mess” Alvaro Lopez Suasso, Francis Salvador Jun% 
and Anthony Da Costa, or Whoever else may have 
been concern'd in sending them over, do use their 
Endeavors, that the said Jews be removed from the 
Colony of Georgia, as the best and only Satisfaction 
they can give to the Trustees, for such an Indignity 
offer'd to Gentlemen acting under his Majesty's 
Charter.®* 
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Two weeks later, on January 19, Martyn, the secre- 
tary, was able to report that he had carried the letter 
to the three canvassers. This time they gave way and 
returned the commissions, a whole year after the original 
demand. The trustees then voted to postpone further 
consideration of the Jewish question until Oglethorpe 
himself came home.®^ 

As time passed, however, they began once more to 
worry about the Jews. On March 13, the common council 
of the trustees, a smaller group than the main body, 
resolved that Thomas Towers should draw up a statement 
dealing with the Jewish settlement in Georgia. This was 
to be presented at the next regular meeting,®® but no 
further action is reported in the records. 

Meanwhile, they sent Oglethorpe a request for an 
account of the Jews who had settled in his colony, but 
this communication failed to reach the general while 
he was in Georgia. He sailed from Savannah ten days 
after it was written and found a welcome in London 
like the triumph of a victorious Roman general.®® He 
gave the trustees a report on Georgia, and we may 
be sure that when he touched on the role of the 
Jews in Savannah his estimate was favorable, for the 
trustees never committed another hostile act against 
them. 

We notice a certain parallel between the coming 
of the Jews to Georgia and New Netherland. In both 
instances they encountered violent opposition. In the 
one case, however, we recall that the hostility centered 
in the colony, while in the other the coming of the Jews 
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was fought by the authorities back home until they 
finally discovered that the Jews were assets. 

There was one member of the corporation. Captain 
Thomas Coram, who remained dissatisfied with the 
way the Jewish inroad had been handled. He was a 
hot-tempered, poorly educated old man who once lived 
at Taunton, Massachusetts. For all his irascibility, 
he had a good heart, we are told.®® But he was very 
difficult to handle, thanks to ^‘his restiveness under 
opposition and his freedom of expression,” in Worth- 
ington C. Ford’s words.®^ 

On March 27, Coram wrote his associates about “two 
pernicious mistakes” that had been made in Georgia. He 
was forced to protest in writing, he said, because, due 
to his want of eloquence, his good intentions had been 
disregarded in the past. First, he objected to the peculiar 
law which excluded female offspring from the inheritance 
of land. Secondly, he was outraged by the unsanctioned 
settlement of Jews. (More of them were on the way, 
he asserted.) 

Unless you speedily take some vigorous resolutions 
to suppress effectually the two great evils aforesaid 
[he wrote], Georgia will soon become a Jewish colony. 
All the Christians there will. . . fall off and desert 
it, as leaves from a tree in autumn . . . except some 
few carpenters, sawyers, smiths, &c. whom the Jews 
will find most necessary and useful ... All Christian 
benefactions for that colony will soon cease. [He 
therefore urged his fellow members to avert] the ruin 
of the colony of Georgia as the reproach and scandal 
of the trustees.®* 
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Coram's written word was as ineffective as his speech. 
The Jews stayed on, and the inheritance law was not 
repealed for a time at least. Over a year later, Egmont 
wrote that Coram had “left our Board in disgust, and 
prates against us."®* 

In September, 1738, the emigration from Georgia 
was under way. Coram believed this meant the doom 
of the colony, and he exulted. It was a pleasure to know, 
he wrote, that the trustees were seeing his prophecy 
fulfilled; the inhabitants of Georgia were deserting 
like leaves from a tree in autumn.®^ 

Alas for Coram’s triumph, it was short-lived. The 
migration proved only a passing phenomenon and, once 
the causes were removed, Georgia resumed its progress. 



CHAPTER XI 


OGLETHORPE’S WARDS: 

GEORGIA PHASE 

T WO months after the establishment of the colony 
of Georgia, General Oglethorpe reported only four 
hundred inhabitants in Savannah.^ The two ships 
of Jews which arrived before the community was five 
months old brought a total of eighty-three passengers.* 
This was a considerable addition to the population and, 
although with the passing of time the percentage of Jews 
declined, they remained too large an element in Georgia’s 
early history to be ignored. 

One of the most important steps taken during the early 
months of Savannah’s existence was the assignment 
of plots of land to the settlers, and visitors must have 
been impressed when they saw a succession of township 
lots belonging to Jews on the west side of the town.* 
The division of land among eighty-five settlers, on 
July 7, 1733, allowed each one a tract for his house, 
a plot for his garden, and a farm which amounted to 
fifty acres.^ There were no Jewish names on the original 
list, but twelve of the Portuguese Jews who arrived 
on July 11 were permitted to share in the allotment.® 
Despite the prejudice of England and the bitter hostility 
of the trustees, these newcomers were placed on an 

equal footing with the other inhabitants of Georgia. 
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The Jews who were named in this document represented 
only the second group of arrivals, but we know from two 
other good authorities that the German Jews also enjoyed 
the benefit of the land grants. First, there is Captain 
Hanson’s irascible report to the trustees that Oglethorpe 
gave the Jews from his ship plots in the town of Savannah.® 
Secondly, we have testimony from another contemporary 
source, the Journal of the godly John Martin Bolzius, 
minister of the Salzburgers who settled the town of 
Ebenezer. (Not only his Journal^ but also his letters 
home are a rich mine of information on the Jews who 
lived in Georgia.) 

As we read his description of the coming of these 
Salzburger exiles to Georgia, we can imagine their 
feelings as they set foot on this alien soil. As far as the 
German Protestants were concerned, the language of 
the English settlers was as incomprehensible as the words 
of Tomochichi and his Indians. Only the Jews could 
offer them a welcome in a speech they understood — 
not the proud Sephardim, of course, but the Ashkenazic 
Jews who had left the same Germany that they had. 

The day after the Salzburgers landed, a Jewish man 
and his wife entertained them at breakfast where the 
main dish was a good rice soup.^ The couple subsequently 
performed many acts of kindness for which they would 
take no pay, and the grateful Lutherans set to work 
clearing the Jews’ land of trees and tilling their soil 
as an expression of appreciation.® Let no one say that 
Jew and German have always been at war! 

The human-interest story confirms the fact that the 
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German Jews were permitted to acquire land. There 
was another little incident, which seemed to corroborate 
Hanson’s count of forty- three Jewish passengers. Bolzius 
reported that twelve families of Jews joined them at 
services.® Obviously they were not twelve families of 
Spanish Jews, but a dozen German households who 
hungered for the familiar speech of their homeland even 
though what they heard was an exposition of evangelical 
Christianity. Elsewhere Bolzius furnished the interesting 
item that only two of the Jewish families spoke Yiddish.*® 

The pious Salzburgers misinterpreted this gesture of 
friendliness, and Bolzius wrote in his Journah “We hope 
we shall preach the Gospel of Jesus Christ to these people 
not without result.”** A more realistic view was taken 
by the Rev. Samuel Quincy who had been sent over by 
the trustees to minister to the English settlers. He wrote 
concerning the German Jews to Henry Newman, secretary 
of the Society for the Promotion of Christian Knowledge: 
“Their kindness show’d to Bolzius and the Saltzburgers 
was Good temper and humanity of the people, and not 
to any inclination to Change their Religion, as I can 
understand.”*® 

For a time Bolzius had high hopes. He sent for liter- 
ature written by Professor Johann Callenberg of Halle,*® 
who was the guiding spirit at work for the conversion 
of the Jews of Germany.*^ 

The missionary tracts did not work as Bolzius had 
expected, however, for he later wrote that his efforts 
to convert the Jews had made them abusive and that 
they were more stubborn than ever.*® It is true that one 
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Jew did express a desire to be baptized, but there is every 
reason to believe that he was a member of the Portuguese 
community who was won over by English zealots.^® 

The Jewish farmer who entertained the Salzburgers 
with the good rice soup was by no means the only one of 
his people who was attached to the soil. A number of the 
poor ones also farmed, but, according to Bolzius, the 
practice of agriculture had little appeal for the Jews. 
Though they had "‘indeed pledged themselves to the 
Trustees ... to cultivate the land,” the well-to-do 
among them had entered trade. Bolzius added that 
“others, however, who do not have the riches for it are 
really badly ofF.”^’ What was the bargain made by the 
Jews with the trustees which compelled the poorer 
element to become reluctant planters ? Nothing is said of 
it in Egmont’s Diary or the records of the trustees. 

During the first year of the Jews’ settlement some 
question arose about their rights as landholders. Could 
a Jew, for instance, lease land and make improvements? 
This was the problem about which Thomas Causton, 
keeper of the colony’s stores, wrote Oglethorpe on 
January 22, 1734. It was probably straightened out 
to the satisfaction of the Jews involved. 

One of the Jewish planters, named Abraham de Lyon, 
had experience as a vigneron in his native Portugal,^® 
and his particular skill was much in demand, for the 
trustees desired to improve viticulture.^* The trustees, 
in fact, were so much impressed by reports of his skill 
that they undertook to give him financial aid. More 
on that subject later. 
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There is an enthusiastic account of a visit to the 
De Lyon vineyard written by Colonel William Stephens, 
who became Secretary for the Trust in Georgia in 1737.®* 
Although the season was December, when there were 
no grapes to be seen, Stephens reported that nothing 
had given him so much pleasure since his arrival in 
Georgia. He quoted “Persons of unquestionable Credit” 
who had described huge bunches of grapes “as big as 
a Man’s Thumb, almost pellucid,” which had grown 
on the vines in abundance.** 

The great hopes for the fine vintages which Georgia 
would ultimately produce were shared by Samuel Wesley, 
oldest brother of the illustrious John. A close friend and 
admirer of Oglethorpe, he wrote a poem in the general’s 
honor which dipped into the future to sample the wines 
which Georgia would sell in the markets of Europe. A 
sample of his versifying follows: 

Now bid thy Merchants bring thy wine no more 
Or from th’ Iberian or the Tuscan Shore; 

No more they need th’ Hungarian Vineyards drain. 
And France herself may drink her best Champain. 
Behold! At last, and in a subject Land, 

Nectar sufficient for thy large Demand.** 

Perhaps the spirit of the doggerel would distress some of 
the teetotallers among Methodists today. 

The newly manifested sympathy of the trustees 
towards De Lyon was also expressed in their dealings 
with other Jews — Dr. Nunez, for instance. According 
to Bolzius, the “old Jew” was appointed physician 
by the trustees to treat the people at their own expense. 



Oglethorpe’s wards: Georgia phase 189 


The German cleric did not seem particularly impressed 
by Nunez’s skill, for while Bolzius acknowledged he 
spoke Latin fairly well, he added: ‘‘He may, however, 
understand his artem medicam badly.”^ 

The trustees also made purchases from the Jewish 
merchants who were established at Savannah and carried 
on the type of importing and exporting business charac- 
teristic of the age. As early as January, 1736, the Cor- 
poration was in debt to Messrs. Minis and Solomons to 
the extent of £ 21 5.^^ 

No longer might the Jews of Georgia compiain of 
a barrier of prejudice and discrimination, and Bolzius 
was moved to write: “Even the Jews, of whom several 
families are already in the country, enjoy all privileges 
the same as other colonists.^^ Among other things, 
he noted that they had permission to carry “muskets 
like the others in military style.”*® Perhaps the happy 
situation in which the Jews now found themselves was 
to a large extent the result of the reputations they had 
acquired. The Rev. Samuel Quincy characterized them 
as follows: “They all in general behave themselves 
very well, and are industrious in their business.”*^ 

There were enough Jews for a synagogue, but many 
years were to pass before one was built. There were 
two reasons for this neglect. One was the lack of religion 
that characterized society in general in early Georgia. 
The other was the deep gulf which separated the two 
Jewish elements in the population. 

No one could question the ungodly spirit which was 
abroad in Georgia. Successive Anglican ministers who 
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were sent out made the unpleasant discovery that 
the “best people,” including the political leaders, were 
infidels.*® Bolzius was shocked by the way the English 
settlers, without regard for the holiness of the day, 
hobnobbed with Jews on Sunday. He wrote: “They [the 
English] drink, play, walk, and pursue all worldly amuse- 
ments with them [the Jews]; indeed they desecrate 
Sunday with the Jews, which no Jew whatever would do 
on his Sabbath to please the Christians.”*® 

More than that. Savannah had to wait almost twenty 
years for its first church of any denomination to be 
built.®® The Jews were quite understandably influenced 
by the apathy in matters religious which prevailed. 
Besides there was some doubt whether the Jews would 
have been granted the right to build a synagogue if they 
and applied for the privilege.®^ A pretty kettle of fish 
it would have been had the Jews of Savannah owned 
a house of worship while the Christians neglected to 
build! How explain that to the powers in London? 

Perhaps the Jews might have surmounted the general 
religious indifference that existed in the community 
and built a synagogue, were it not for the serious divisions 
which existed among themselves. The German and 
Portuguese Jews had little in common. It was not only 
that they differed in language, in economic status and 
social background: their religious forms were also at 
variance and, more than that, their religious attitudes. 

The Rev. Samuel Quincy undertook to analyze the 
two groups. The Germans, he said, were “rigid observers 
of their Law,” but the Portuguese, following their 
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profession of Christianity in Portugal and Brazil^ were 
“more lax in their way, and dispense with a great many 
of their Jewish Rites,"** including, according to Bolzius, 
the custom of eating kosher meat.** 

It is conventional to say that the Sephardic Jews 
were of a nobler mold than their Ashkenazic brethren. 
According to Quincy this was not so, for he reported 
that the Germans were “thought the better Sort of 
them."** On the other hand, John Wesley, the founder 
of Methodism, who spent two unhappy years in Georgia, 
put in a good word for his Jewish neighbors. He wrote 
in his Journal^ on April 4, 1737 : “I began learning Spanish, 
in order to converse with my Jewish parishoners, some 
of whom seem nearer the mind that was in Christ than 
many of those who call him Lord."®* 

The bitterness that marked relations between the two 
groups of Jews was a scandal that even came to the 
attention of the Christian community. A Jew in Savannah 
complained to Bolzius in 1738 “that the Spanish and 
Portuguese Jews persecuted the German Jews [there] so 
much that no Christian could persecute another like 
that."*® 

How then could they be expected to worship together 
and unite in building a synagogue? It appears that 
the Spanish Jews fought any attempt to work together 
in petitioning for the purpose.*^ Bolzius wrote in 1739: 
“The German Jews think themselves entitled to have a 
synagogue built, and are willing to have the Spanish 
ones share in its use. The latter, however, do not consent 
but want the priority."** 
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It must not be thought that, because of the absence of a 
synagogue, Jewish worship was lacking. Each group 
had sufficient men for a minyan and conducted services 
according to its own ritual. Bolzius reported in 1738 that 
the German Jews met in an old miserable cabin “where 
the men and women are completely separated. A youth 
who understands a good many languages, particularly 
Hebrew, is their reader and is paid by them.”** From 
Benjamin’s Sheftall’s account of the coming of the Sephar- 
dic contingent, we learn that they determined to open 
a synagogue in July, 1733. Accordingly, a house on 
Market Square was rented, and “divine service was 
regularly performed for years.”*® 

The unfavorable religious climate which existed in 
Georgia was no fault of the trustees, who tried their 
best to promote godliness, particularly of the Anglican 
variety.** They sent reasonably liberal instructions to 
the president of Savannah County in 1741, directing him 
to promote divine worship in accordance with the rites 
of the Church of England, but to “allow a Free Toleration 
of all Protestant Dissenters of every Denomination.” 
Moreover, all who pursued their private opinions peace- 
ably were to enjoy freedom of conscience without 
scrutiny.** 

The trustees favored the Salzburgers** and encouraged 
the Scottish Presbyterians.** The Moravians, on the 
other hand, were not hospitably received because of their 
opposition to military service, and at length they with- 
drew to Pennsylvania.** In practice, the Catholic religion 
was under a ban, since the Spanish frontier was too near 



Oglethorpe’s wards: Georgia phase 193 


for it to be suffered. Judaism, as we have seen, was 
undisturbed. 

Georgia may have been indifferent to religion, but 
there was a fierce passion seething in the cauldron of 
politics. Men resented the remote control of the trustees; 
they resented the mismanagement of an important 
functionary, Thomas Causton, the storekeeper; they 
resented likewise the conduct of Oglethorpe himself. A 
great outcry was raised over the unfortunate land 
regulations, the unique ban on rum in the colony, and 
the prohibition against Negro slavery which the trustees 
believed would destroy the opportunities for white 
labor.^® 

A lengthy protest, drawn up and signed by freeholders 
in 1738, catalogued their woes in a pamphlet entitled 
*‘A True and Historical Narrative of the Colony of 
Georgia.” It pointed out that *‘only a very few of the 
General’s Favorites” plus the contented Salzburgers 
declined to sign. The sponsors themselves would not 
permit widows and orphans to participate as they were 
not considered proper judges. ‘‘The JewSy* they declared, 
“applied for Liberty to sign with us; but we did not 
think it proper to join them in any of our Measures.”^’ 

It is true that the malcontents would not accept 
Jewish participation in their movement, but none 
the less they did not hesitate to cite an instance where 
a Jew was dealt with unfairly when they thought it 
would buttress their cause. Reference has already been 
made to the fact that the trustees had advanced some 
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money to Abraham de Lyon for the purpose of promoting 
viticulture. They voted him two hundred pounds, 
which they sent to General Oglethorpe, then in Georgia, 
with instructions to give the vigneron that sum on 
receipt of the proper guarantees. Quite characteristically, 
Oglethorpe followed orders only as far as he saw fit. 
According to the pamphleteers, he offered De Lyon 
only twenty or thirty pounds, because the “Perpetual 
Dictator”^* had other uses for the money. As a result, 
it was claimed that the vinegrower abandoned his project 
of importing forty thousand vines for sale to planters.** 

As a matter of fact, C^lethorpe actually advanced 
half of the trustees’ loan to De Lyon.®* Still, a hundred 
pounds were withheld. We may, indeed, be sure that if 
the enemies of Oglethorpe had had the correct infor- 
mation the fury of their attack would not have been 
lessened. 

What gave the political agitation such force was 
the unhappy economic conditions which prevailed in 
Georgia, To the harried settlers the fields of South 
Carolina with slaves doing the heavy work seemed far 
more attractive than the hardships at home. Accordingly, 
around 1739 and 1740, a heavy tide of emigration devel- 
oped in which the Jews played a prominent part. At one 
time, the exaggerated report reached England that 
every last Jew had gone.** 

In the midst of this crisis the trustees were forced 
to capitulate on such issues as rum, slaves and land 
ownership. The flow of migration now streamed back 
from South Carolina, Jews included. By the time 1752 
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came around and the charter of the trustees expired, the 
province was getting on its feet again. Georgia now be- 
came a royal colony.®* 

Under the new dispensation very much the same sys- 
tem prevailed as in other colonies of the king. As far as 
religion was concerned, the instructions sent the governor 
authorized liberty of conscience for every well-behaved 
person, except Papists.®® Meanwhile, Geogia moved in 
the direction of church establishment. 

The trend was evident in a law of 1758 which provided 
for the division of the colony into parishes and the 
establishment cf religious worship “according to the Rites 
and Ceremonies of the Church of England.” Furthermore, 
church wardens and vestrymen were authorized to levy 
taxes for the repair of their churches and other religious 
purposes.®^ A prime mover for this act was the converted 
Italian Jew, Joseph Ottolenghe, who became a zealot 
of the Anglican Church.®® 

On the whole, the nonconforming denominations 
were not disturbed, but much of the religious controversy 
that did develop centered on the matter of burials. 
The Jews of Savannah, for example, began to worry 
about the limits of their cemetery. In 1762 they sent 
a petition to the Lower House which recalled the fact 
that, when the earliest Jewish settlers had been given 
a burial plot, its extent was not adequately defined. 
The Jews therefore petitioned for a specific allotment 
which would include both the section already in use 
and an extension of it. They further desired, once this 
grant should be obtained, to surround it with a fence. 
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No action was taken by the House; the petition was 
tabled.^® 

Meanwhile the dissenters were having trouble over 
their funerals. Samuel Frink, the rector of Christ Church, 
it seems, used to demand a fee for the tolling of his church 
bell at the time of the last rites. On such occasions, 
even when the bell remained mute, Frink expected this 
exaction to be paid.®^ At length, John Zubly, who was 
minister of the Presbyterian Church of Savannah, 
rebelled at Frink’s tyranny, and on March 27, 1770, 
he petitioned the Upper House for a part of the Savannah 
common to be used by dissenters as a cemetery.®® After 
hearing the arguments of Zubly and the intolerant Mr. 
Frink, the lawmakers postponed further discussion of 
the bill until June 1. No session was reported on that day 
and of course the measure died.®® 

The Jews were rash enough to choose this season 
to revive their own cemetery claims, seven years after 
their previous petition had failed. The new suit followed 
the same approach. It reminded the Lower House that 
in 1733 General Oglethorpe had given their forebears 
a lot for the burial of the dead. The House was asked 
to confirm the original allotment and to assign 
the Jewish community as much land as was deemed 
proper.®® On April 6, 1770, the lower chamber passed 
an act which granted the Jews part of the common 
for burial purposes.®^ 

This was just a week after the Upper House had 
finished with Zubly’s bill for dissenters, and the furor 
over the nonconformists* claims had not yet died down. 
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we may be sure. When the Jews’ bill was sent to the Upper 
House for action, the opponents of the measure took 
steps to defeat it. 

The day after the affirmative action of the Lower 
House certain freeholders of Savannah presented a 
memorial to the Upper House protesting against the Jews’ 
proposal. The tenor of this document reflected an 
unkindly feeling towards Jews which perhaps existed 
in wide circles. 

“The few Inhabitants of Savannah who professed 
the Jewish Religion,” it stated, could not prove by any 
record that Oglethorpe had ever allotted them a burial 
ground. The memorialists were apprehensive that, if 
the bill became law, it would have “very detrimental 
Consequences,” as the site desired would block the exten- 
sion of the town in a southerly direction. Its acquisition 
by the Jews would also depreciate property values, 
“as they apprehend no Person would choose to buy 
or rent an House whose Windows looked into a Burial 
Ground of any kind particularly one belonging to a 
People who might be presumed from Prejudice of Educa- 
tion to have imbibed Principles entirely repugnant to 
those of our most holy Religion.”** 

The Upper House took cognizance of the conflicting 
sentiments concerning the Jewish cemetery and they 
decided to refer the bill to a committee of the whole 
House,** which met on April 11. Several amendments 
were made. The same tactics that had killed Zubly’s bill 
were now used against this cemetery measure. Discussion 
of the revised bill was postponed until the session on 
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June 2.“ It appears that there was no meeting on that 
date, however, and so the bill died. 

One of Zubly’s letters voices the anger he felt at the time 
he was defeated in his attempt to secure a burial 
ground." We may only surmise the bitterness in the 
Jews’ hearts. 

There was no use waiting indefinitely for the authori- 
ties to grant them a section of the common land for 
the enlargement of the cemetery. In August, 1773, 
Mordecai Sheftall gave them a five-acre plot for that 
purpose. It was conveyed to ten trustees, all merchants — 
two in Savannah, two in Charleston, two in New York, 
two in Newport and two in London. Sheftall provided 
that the land should serve forever as a burial place 
“for all persons whatever professing the Jewish religion,” 
and as a site for a future synagogue.** 

Some years had elapse befored the Savannah commu- 
nity was ready for a synagogue. In 1774, however, the 
Jews found themselves sufficiently numerous to form 
a congregation which met in the home of Mordecai 
Sheftall.*^ 

It would be a pleasant task to wipe out the bad impres- 
sion of community relations conveyed by the cemetery 
episode with a retelling of the well-known story of the 
founding of the Union Society in 1750. Unfortunately 
this tale of the Protestant, Catholic and Jew who banded 
together to take care of the orphans in their midst is 
not history but legend. The earliest reference to the 
tradition appears in an oration made in 1833,*' and, 
despite the good intentions of the speaker, an address 
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made after the lapse of eighty-three years is without 
any value as source material. 

There was indeed a bright side to Jewish life in Georgia. 
Religion was no bar to their holding of office, and we 
know that Daniel Nunez, son of the Portuguese physician 
of early days, was made waiter of the port of Savannah 
in 1765 by a vote of both houses of the Assembly,** 
while Moses Nunez served as searcher of the port in 
1768 .^* 

We find the name of Moses Nunez included among 
the list of officeholders taking the oaths of allegiance 
and supremacy. The old oaths required each man to swear 
‘‘upon the faith of a Christian."^^ This was enough 
to disqualify any believing Jew. Yet Jews held office. We 
may assume that the same practice, of exempting Jews 
from the unacceptable sections of oaths, that prevailed 
in eighteenth-century New York,’'* was in force in Georgia. 

Two other Jewish names are included among the 
officeholders who took the oaths of allegiance and suprem- 
acy to George III between 1766 and 1774. One of the men 
was David Emanuel, who was installed as justice of the 
peace for St. George Parish in 1766.’* The other was 
James Lucena, who filled the same post in the Parish 
of Christ Church in 1773.’* 

All this time James Oglethorpe was still living in 
England. He had played an important part in establishing 
Georgia during the rule of the trustees; he had witnessed 
the steady progress of the colony under its royal governors. 
In the period of the American Revolution he was actually 
something of a sympathizer of the rebellious colonies.’* He 



200 


AMERICAN OVERTURE 


lived even to call on John Adams when the latter came 
as American minister to the Court of St. James.” 

One wonders if Oglethorpe, as he scanned the news 
from Georgia in 1766, let his eyes fall on the name of David 
Emanuel, justice of the peace for St. George Parish. 
Perhaps he recalled those early days when the Jews had 
first appeared, and the trustees tried in vain to drive 
them out. Perhaps — a most unlikely “perhaps,” indeed — 
he closed his eyes and foresaw the day in 1801 when 
the impossible happened and David Emanuel became 
governor of Georgia, the first Jew to hold such an office 
in the history of the United States. 



CHAPTER XII 


L’ ENVOI 

I T IS almost two centuries now since the United States 
emerged from the chrysalis of colonial life. The nation 
is no longer a string of colonies fringing a narrow coast 
line, for it not only straddles a continent, but is also 
one of the great powers dominating the world. Whatever 
may be said of the might and wealth of America, the glory 
of this land is in the moral force of its political philosophy 
which today represents an ensign of hope to a world 
wearied by the shibboleths of fascism and reaction. 

This spiritual element is not a thing newly created. 
Much as technics have advanced since the days of 
Washington, the essential American ethic remains un- 
changed since the richly creative eighteenth century. 
The retorts of the colonial laboratory distilled the doctrine 
of the rights of man as master of his own conscience, 
recognizing that one’s religious dogma was a personal 
matter between oneself and the Master of the universe. 
It declared that an individual’s religious loyalties were 
not in conflict with the exercise of his duties as citizen, 
and this divorce between civil rights and religious beliefs 
is a characteristically American contribution to the 
world’s progress. 

We in the United States have established a standard, 
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have created an ideal. And vet it would be dishonest 
to paint the interplay between the various racial and 
religious components of our nation with a Utopian 
brush. In many quarters there is a sharp contrast 
between the formulation of America’s social philosophy 
and that same philosophy in action. In fact, it would 
be fair to say that two conflicting principles have been 
at war for America’s soul. We may aptly quote Goethe’s 
Faust: 


Zwei Seelen wohnen^ achl in metner Brust\ 

Die eine wilt sich von der andern trennen. 

These two contrasting forces have been tribal fanaticism 
and neighborly understanding. One has worked through 
the lynching, the tar bucket and the hooded mob. It has 
preached suspicion and hate of Negro and Jew, of Cath- 
olic and alien. Nourished on greed and envy, it has 
contributed no heroes to the national pantheon and 
has inspired no monuments of stone. 

Its influence, however, has persisted through the years. 
In colonial days, the fanatical anti-Catholic spirit of 
the thirteen colonies so alienated the French majority 
of Canada that they remained loyal to the King during 
the Revolution, and, as a result, the Maple Leaf banner 
flies over the Dominion instead of the American flag. A 
century ago, agitators in various cities inflamed mobs 
to burn down Catholic churches and convents. And 
today we see old patterns of hate whipped into new forms, 
until certain areas of American life are torn by a religious 
bigotry from which the Jew has by no means escaped. 
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The opposite genius of the American people has 
functioned through the ringing tones of the Declaration 
of Independence, the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 
Its symbol has been the Statue of Liberty, its instrument 
the public school. It has been defined by a host of heroes 
whose names include Washington and Jefferson, Lincoln 
and Franklin D. Roosevelt. This is the America we love, 
for whose security our men go out to die. This is the 
America which is the hope of mankind. 

An old newspaper account describes the celebration 
of Independence Day in Philadelphia when the Constitu- 
tional Convention was gathered there in 1787. Because 
of the import of the day and the prominence of the 
delegates assembled, a special observance was in order. 
Accordingly, a great parade was organized, and the 
committee on arrangements noted that this was the 
first time Philadelphia had seen *‘the clergy of different 
Christian denominations with the rabbi of the Jews, 
walking arm in arm.”^ That same quality has carried 
through in American life. Not only have Jewish and 
Christian ministers marched arm in arm through the 
years, but the laymen have also gone forward together 
as citizens devoted to a common cause. Nowhere has 
this been more in evidence than marching down the road 
into Germany and storming the defenses of Okinawa. 

When the colonies first recognized the Jew as a man 
and an equal, they made a covenant in the heavens 
for justice and brotherhood. That covenant is still 
remembered. 

May it never be forgotten. 
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Abraham, 121 

Abrahams, Abraham Is., synagogue 
schoolmaster, 108 

Abrahams, Isaac, graduate of King’s 
College, 108 

Acadians, in South Carolina, 165 
Acosta, Joseph d*. seeks burgher right, 
95, seeks right to buy property and 
furs, 92, sends goods to South RiVer, 
117 

Act Concerning Religion, 135, 136 f , 138, 
139 

Adams, John, 200 
fairs in Carolina^ 160 
Africa, 50, 55 
Agnostics, 123 

Albany, franchise in, 110, see also Fort 
Orange 

Albemarle County (Va ), 148 
Aliens, 88, m New Netherland, 94, in 
South Carolina, 154 fF, 159 f , 161, 162, 
Jews in England as, 6 f , 7, trade for- 
bidden in Connecticut, 25, trial in 
Newport, 41 fF , see also Trade, Colo- 
nial, Trade, Foreign, Denization; 
Naturalization 
Allcock, Thomas, 145 
Ambrosius, Moses, 77 
American Civil War, 167 
American Revolution, 29, 51, 52, 58, 67, 
68, 105, 113, 124, 126, 128, 146, 147 f , 
166, Canadian attitude, 202, leaders 
trained in Cherokee War, 165, Ogle- 
thorpe for colonies, 199, Francis Sal- 
vador’s role, 166, 172 
American Unitarian Association, 22 
Amsterdam, 21, 70, 71, 78, 90, 96, 105; 
Jews in, 81, 82, 84, 85 f , 93, 94, 96, 
loan to Plockhoy, 118, religious policy, 
74 

Anabaptists, in New York, 100 
Andrade, Salvador d’* and burgher right, 
95, and fur trade, 91, effort to buy 
property, 91 f. 

Andrews, Charles, 45 
Andros, Edmund, Governor: and religion 
in New York, 99, 215, revolt against, 18 


Ann, frigate, 173 

Anne, Queen (of England), 161 

An tin, Mary, 31 

Antinomians, in Rhode Island, 34 
Antisabbatarians, in New York, 100 
Anton of Firmian, Archbishop, 171 
Archdale, John, Governor, 154 
Arky ship, 133 
Arnold, Samuel, 55 f. 

Articles of Capitulation of New York, 
97, 98 

Ash, John, 161; dies in London, 160; sent 
With protest to London, 159 
Asher, Michael, 20 

Ashkenazim: m Georgia, 175, 185 f, 
190 fF, m London, 173, 176; in New 
York, 109, at Schaefferstown, Pa , 129 
Ashley, Lord; assumes leadership of 
Carolina, 150 f.; friend of John Locke, 
151 

Asia, 55 

Atheists In Carolina, 152; in New Nether- 
land, 80 

Augsburg Confession, 83 

Avilah, Abraham, naturahzed, 156 f. 

Baltimore, early Jewish resident in, 147 
Baltimore, Lord, see Calvert, Cecilius 
Baptists, m Connecticut, 29, in Massa- 
chusetts, 18, in New York, 104, in 
Rhode Island, 34, 60, 66; in South 
Carolina, 167 

Barbados Jews of, 8fF, 37, 38, 39, 41; 

ties to Newport, 37, 38 
Barsimson, Jacob: approached by 
stranded Jews, 77; in quarrel, 116 f, 
opposes Jews* tax, 87; settles in New 
Amsterdam, 76 
Baruh, Daniel, 17 
Bath (Eng ), 172 
Battle of the Severn, 138 
Beaver St , New York, 103 
Belgrade, 168 
Bellomont, Earl of, 19 
Berkeley, Bishop George, 169 
Berkeley County (S. C ), 159 
Berkeley, Lord John, 119 f. 
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Bermuda, 169 

Beth Elolum Congregation (Charleston): 
second in North America, 163; Isaac 
da Costa haxzan^ 163 
Bethany (Ga.), 166 

Bible, 49; at^ by Rowland Gideon, 17; 
denial of divine authority of, 66 f ; m 
Massachusetts Bay, 12; translated for 
Indians, 13 
Bill of Rights, 203 
Blake, Joseph, Governor, 155, 157 
Blasphemy: in England, 137 f , m Mary- 
land, 134, 136 f., 138, 139 f., 141 ff; 
in Massachusetts, 138; in Virginia, 138 
Bloudy Tenent oj Persecuttotty They 33 
Blue Laws, 24 
Boehmites, 125 

Bolzius, Rev. John Martin: Joumaly 
185 f., 187, 188 f., 191 f.; other contacts 
with Jews, 185 
Bontemantel, Hans, 82 
Book of Common PrayeTy 100 
Boone, Thomas, Governor, 164 
Boone, Joseph, 161 

Boston, 21, 31, 56; Baptists, 18, Jewish 
cemetery in, 20; Jewish congregation of, 
18; Jewish inhabitants, 16 f., 19 if. 
206, 209; Jewish privileges in, 20; 
Quakers, 17, 40; William Dyer in, 41; 
see also Massachusetts 
Boston Public Library, 31 
Braddock, General Edward, 127 
Brahm, William Gerard de, 166 f. 

Bray, Rev. Thomas, 169 
Braal, Jews in, 76, 81 f , 83, 191 
Bristol (Eng ), 51 f. 

British Isles, 124, see also England, Great 
Britain, Ireland 

Batons, 2, 58, 109, convict settlers, 146 
Brown, Saul: denied right to sell at retail, 
105; haxzan in New York, 103, 105; 
tned in Newport, 42 

Brown University: campus, 68; founding, 
59 f.; name, 67; see also College of 
Rhode Island 

Burgher nght; see Freemen 
Burgos, Abraham, 42 
Burnet, William, Governor, 111 
Butler, Major, Fourth Papery 34 

Calhoun, John, 167 
Callenbet^, Professor Johann, 186 
Calvert, Cecilius* generosity towards 
Ptotestants, 133, 135 ff.; Puntan up- 
rising against, 138; recovers Maryland, 
139; Roman Catholic, 133 


Calvinism, 155 
Cambridge (Mass.), 21, 24 
Campanell, Abraham, 43, 45 
Campernell family, 41 f 
Camperncll, Mordecai, 38 
Canada, French during American Revolu- 
tion, 202 
Candlers, 50 f. 

Canterbury, Archbishop of, 7 
Canterbury TaleSy 5 
Cape Saint Anthony, 76 
Cardoso, Isaac, fur trader, 1 16 f. 
Carolina, 169; divided into North and 
South Carolina, 153, first two charters, 
150, leadership of Lord Ashley, 150 f ; 
Locke’s Constitutions y 151 ff.; origin, 
150; see also North and South Carolina 
Carolina Assembly, 158; fails to adopt 
Fundamental Constitutions y 153 
Carr, Sir Robert, 119 
Camgal, Rabbi Hayim, 49, 59 
Carteret, Sir George, 119 f. 

Causton, Thomas, 187, 193 
Cemeteries, Jewish: claimed for Schaef- 
ferstown. Pa , 129; in Boston, 20; in 
New Amsterdam, 85; in Newport, 20, 
38, in Philadelphia, 125 f.; in Savannah, 
195 ff 

Central Park West, New York, 104 
Chafee, Professor ^chanah, Jr., 206 
Chanmng, Edward, 69 
Charles I (of England), 34 
Charles II (of England), 6; and Rhode 
Island charter, 36; grants Pennsylvania 
to Penn, 122 
Charles River, 12 

Charleston, 61, 164, 165; beginnings of 
Jewish community, 162 f.; brawl in, 
158, 159, Indians interviewed by Jew, 
154; Jew in army, 164 f., Jewish con- 
gregation established, 163; Jewish 
merchants, 163 f., 198; Jewish popula- 
tion of, 3, 163; Jews in social life, 164; 
Moses Lindo in, 61; see also South Car- 
olina 

Charters* in Carolina, 150, in Georgia, 169; 
in Massachusetts, 18; m Rhode Island, 
35 f. 

Cherokee War, 165 

Christ Church, Savannah, 196; Parish of, 
199 

Chnsaanity, 4, 15, 78, 80, 111, 123,'l29, 
138, 149, 150, 152, 162, 165, 175, 190, 
191, 203, denned by Rc^er Williams, 33; 
fmdom in New York, 98; in Georgia, 
170, 182; in Maryland, 136, 139; in 
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New Hampshire, 30; in Pennsylvania 
government, 123, promotion of m 
Rhode Island, 55 

Church attendance in Connecticut, 29, 
in England, 6, in Massachusetts, 14, 16 
Church establishment: denounced by 
Roger Williams, 33, m Carolina, 150, 
151, in Connecticut, 29 f, in Georgia, 
195 if ; in Massachusetts, 13 f, 118, 
in New Hampshire, 30; in New Nether- 
land, 70 f; in New Sweden, 115, m 
New York, 100, in North Carolina, 153; 
in South Carolina, 161, in Virginia, 149 
Church of England: in Carolina, 151, m 
Connecticut, 29, in England, 133; in 
Georgia, 179, 189, 192, 195, 196, m 
Maryland, 134, in Massachusetts, 18, 
in New York, 60, 100 f., 104 f ; in 
South Carolina, 155, 158, 159, 161; in 
Virginia, 149 
Clarke, John, 144 f. 

Classis of Amsterdam: approached con- 
cerning Jews, 79 f , approves Stuyve- 
sant religious policy, 71, blocks 
Lutheran worship, 72 
Cliff Walk, Newport, 47 
Coale, Josiah: character, 140; Quaker 
missionary in Maryland, 140 f ; ques- 
tions Lumbro/o on beliefs, 141 f. 
Coddington, William, Governor: and 
Captain Thomas Paine, 41; and trial 
of Newport Jews, 41 ff. 

College of New Jersey, 60 
College of Philadelphia Jevrish graduate, 
128, liberal policy of, 128 
College of Rhode Island, charter of, 60; 
early development, 60 f ; fund raising 
for, 61 f ; interest of Moses Lindo in, 
61 ff , 164, privileges of Jewish students, 
63 ff , see also Brown University 
Colleton County (S C ), 159 
Colonel Middleton’s South Carolina 
Regiment, 165 

Columbia University; see King’s College 
Commonwealth, English, 5 f., 33 f. 
Congregationalists: in Connecticut, 29, 
59, m Massachusetts, 18, 22, 59; in 
New Hampshire, 30, in New Nether- 
land, 72, in Newport, 48, 49, 59, in 
South Carolina, 166; see also Puntans 
Connecticut: anti-Dutch spint, 25; Blue 
Laws, 24; Jews in, 24 f , 27 f ; tolerant 
spirit, 27 f ; settlement of, 24 f.; see also 
Hartford, New Haven, etc. 
Constitutional Convention, 203 
Conversion of Jews: in Carohna, 152; 


in Connecticut, 28, in Georgia, 186, 187, 
195, in Germany, 186, in Massachu- 
setts, 21 f , in Pennsylvania, 121 f , 125 
Coram, Captain Thomas character, 182; 
and exodus from Georgia, 183, op- 
poses Georgia trustees’ policies, 182, 183 
Cornbury, Governor, 101 
Court of St James, 200 
Cowes, 133 

Cozzens, Wilham C., Governor, SO 
Crane, Vernon, 171 
Craven County (S. C ), 159 
Cray, Teunis, 92 

Cromwell, Oliver, and settlement of Jews, 
6, restores Maryland to Calvert, 139 
Cromwell, Richard, 143 
Cruger, Henry, 51 
Curagao, 95, Jews in, 74 f. 

Da Costa, Anthony* asked to return 
commission, 174, 179 ff, canvasser for 
Georgia, 172, 173 

Da Costa, Isaac: Charleston hazzan^ 163, 
in masonry, 164 
Da Costa, Philip, 172 
Dale, Thomas, Governor, 138 
David the Jew, in Hartford, 25, 26 
Deaconry of New Amsterdam, 77 f , 108 
Declaration of Independence, 203 
Defoe, Daniel, 161 

Delaware, 117, regulations, 131; set off 
from Pennsylvania, 131, see also New 
Sweden 

Delaware River, 87, 115, 119, 122, 130, 
131, fur trade on, 91, 116 ff 
De Lyon, Abraham, 187 f., 193 f. 
Denizens: inhabitants of New York, 97, 
109, see also Denization 
Denization, 7, 109, in Maryland, 143, of 
Jews in colonies, 8, 39, of Jews in 
England, 6, see also Denizens 
Denmark, 8 
Dickens, Charles, 61 

Dongan, Thomas, Governor: action on 
Jews’ retail selling, 105, instructions on 
religion, 99, 100, Jews’ appeal for 
public worship, 102; report on state of 
religion in New York, 99 f. 

Dove^ ship, 133 
Dr Bray's Associates, 169 
Dresden, 146 
Drugs, 61 

Duke’s Laws, 98, 100 
Dffmplers, 125 

Dutch, 15, 25, 69, 7l, 74, 88; in Brazil, 
76, 81 f.; in New Jersey, 120; Jews, 
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79; nghts of under English rule, 97, 
104, 109; on Delaware, 115 fF, sects 
in New Netherland, 80, see also Nether- 
land, New Netherland, New Amster- 
dam 

Dutch Calvinists; set Dutch Reformed 
Dutch Reformed Church: in New Nether- 
land, 70 fF , 77, 84; in New Sweden, 115; 
in New York, 100 

Dutch West India Company, 95, allows 
Jews in New Netherland, 83 f , 85; 
attitude towards Jews, 80 f., 82 fF ; bans 
retailing for Jews, 88, 105, 106; control 
over New Netherland, 69 f ; corre- 
sponds with Stuyvesant on Jews, 78 fF., 
82 ff , 93; forbids exclusion of outsiders 
from fur trade, 91; Jewish participation 
in, 81, 83; Jewish protest to, 81 f ; 
loses hold on New Netherland, 96; on 
Jewish right to fur trade, 91; on Jewish 
right to own property, 92 f.; orders 
Jewish care of their poor, 92, 107; 
over Curasao, 75; pressure from Rev. 
Megapolcnsis, 79 f.; religious regula- 
tions. 70 fF., 73 f. 

Dyer, Major William: early career, 40, 
208, prosecutes Jews of Newport, 41 fF ; 
surveyor-general of Amencan customs, 
40 f. 

Dyer, Mary, 40, 208 
Dyer, William, 208 
Dyes, 61 

East Florida, 166; see also Florida 
East Jersey, 131 
Easton (Pa ), 129 
Ebenezer (Ga ), 185 
Edict of Nantes, 154 
Edward 1 (of England), 5, 33 
Edwards, Rev. Morgan, 61 
Ffi^ont, Earl of; against Jewish immi- 
grants, 173, and Oglethorpe’s plan, 168; 
Biary, 170, 173, 174, 177 f, 179, 180, 
183, 187; Georgia trustee, 170; op- 
poses Jewish canvassers, 172 
Egypt, 142 
Eliot, John, 13 

Ehzer, Isaac: fails in naturalization in 
Massachusetts, 57 f , naturalized in 
New York, 58; seeks naturalization in 
Rhode Island, 53 fF., 210 
Elzas, Barnett, 163 

Emanuel, David; governor of Georgia, 
200; justice of the peace, 199, 200 
Endicott, John, 44 

England. 18. 20, 24, 31, 40. 108 f.. 120. 


122, 134, 138, 155, 159, 161, 164; jail 
conditions, 168, Jews m eighteenth 
century, 6 fF, 55, 112 f , 163, 166, 175, 
177, 184, Jews in medieval times, 5; 
Jews m seventeenth century, 5 f., 17, 
33 f.; policies of trade, 6 fF ; see also 
Great Britain 

Enghsh, 35, 82, 115, 154, 155, 187, 190; 

see also British, England, Great Britain 
English Civil War, 136 
English Parliament, 36, 163 f , 165,»171; 
and Jews of colonies, 5, and Jews of 
England, 5, 6 f.; and naturalization in 
colonies, 10 f, 39, 52 f, 54, 56, 110; 
and trade, 7 f , hears South Carolina 
protest, 161; law on blasphemy, 137 f ; 
report on jails, 168 

Episcopalians, see Church of England 
Eptstola de Toleranttay 151 
Europe, 109, 163, Jews in, 4 f., 6, 9, 55, 
109, see also under names of countries 
Evans, Margaret, 127 

Fendall, Josias, Governor: instructions 
to, 139, proclaims amnesty, 143 
Finns, 106, 115 
Fitch, Sam, 56 f. 

Fletcher, Benjamin, Governor, 100 f. 
Florida, 150, 154, 166 
Flushing (L. I ), 73 
Ford, Worthington C , 182 
Foreigners, see Immigrants; Aliens 
Fort Casimir, 1 17 
Fort Orange, 91, see also Albany 
Fortune, 54 
Fossett, John, 142 
Fox, George, 141 
France, 160, 188, see also French 
Franchise; in Delaware, 131, in Great 
Bn tain, 112 f; in Maryland, 146, 147; 
in Massachusetts, 14, 18, in New 
Hampshire, 30, in New York, llOfF; 
m Pennsylvania, 123 f ; in Rhode 
Island, 36, 58, in South Carolina, 154. 
158 fF., 161, 162, 165 
Franco, Solomon, 15 f. 

Frankfort, 171 
Franklin, Benjamin, 128 
Franks, David: favors slave trade, 12^ 
Philadelphia merchant, 126 f.; pro- 
visions Bntish troops, 127 f., 130 f.; 
socially prominent, 126, 127 
Franks, Mrs. David, 127 
Franks, Moses, 108 f. 

Fredericksburg (Va.), 149 

Freedom of worship, extent of: in Caro- 
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lina, 150; in Delaware Valley, 119; in 
Georgia, 169, 192 f., in Maryland, 137, 
139, 146, 147; in Massachusetts, 18; 
in New Jersey, 120, 131; in New 
Netherland, 70 ff ; in New York, 97 ff.; 
in Pennsylvania, 123; in Rhode Island, 
35 f., 45, 58, 60, 63 f.; in South Caro- 
lina, 156, 163, 166 f ; m Sweden, 115; 
in United States, 201 
Freemen, in Connecticut, 24; in Delaware, 
131, in London, 17, in Massachusetts 
14, in New Netherland, 93 fF, 96, 
105, in New York, 106 f, 110; in 
Pennsylvania, 122 IF.; in Rhode Island, 
36, 43 fF, 53 

French, 8, 82, 102, 146, 169; in Canada, 
202, in South Carolina, 165, see also 
Huguenots, France 
French Calvinists; see Huguenots 
Frcra, David, 92 
Frink, Rev. Samuel, 196 
Fuller, William, Governor, 140 
fundamental Constitutions Jor the Govern-- 
ment of Carolina^ The, 151, 220; on 
franchise, 158, religious provisions, 
151 IF 

Fur Trade* in New Netherland, 75 f., 
90 f, 92 f, 96, on Delaware River, 91, 
116 fF. 

Gage, General Thomas, 130 
Gardner, John, Deputy Governor, 57 f. 
Gaza, witches of, 13 
George II (of England), 169 
George III (of England), 24, 165, 199, 
226 

Georgia, 61, 125, 166, 174; agitation 
against authorities, 193 f , becomes 
royal colony, 194 f ; charter on religion, 
169; church establishment, 195 ff ; 
Coram*s protest over conditions, 182 f ; 
exodus from, 183, 194; Jewish planters, 
185, 187 ff; Jewish policy, 181 f ; 
Jevnsh-Salzburger relations, 179, 185 ff, 
Jews in office, 199, 200, Jews sail to, 
175 ff, lack of religious spirit, 189, 
quarrels between Jewish groups, 190 f ; 
religious freedom, 192 f.; vmtageof, 1 87, 
see also Savannah and Georgia trustees 
Georgia Assembly: anti-Jewish memonal, 
197; and Daniel Nunez, 199, Jews* 
petition for cemetery enlargement, 
195, 196 ff ; Rev. Zubly’s petition for 
cemetery, 196 ff. 

Georgia Trustees, 190, 199, against 
Jewish immigrants, 173, 174; aims; 


170 f., 173 f.; and Jewish farmers, 
187 f., 193 f ; and relations with 

Georgia Jews, 187, 188 f ; and resent- 
ment of Georgia settlers, 193 ff.; 
calibre of men, 169 f ; charter expires, 
184 f , get Oglethorpe’s report, 181, 
employ Jewish canvassers, 172, 173, 
179 ff , hear Hanson’s report, 176, 179; 
order canvassers to give up commis- 
sions, 174, 179 ff ; publicity campaign, 
171; select immigrants, 171; write 
Oglethorpe on Jews, 178 f., 181 
German Jews, see Ashkenazim 
Germans, 129, 130; in Georgia, 166; in 
South Carolina, 167; see also Germany; 
Salzburgers 

Germany, 124, 185, 203; Jews in, 146, 186 
Ghettos, 6, 9, in Italy, 141; one sought 
for New Amsterdam, 84 f. 

Gibbons, Edward, 15 

Gideon, Rowland: in court case, 17, 206; 

on Boston tax list, 16 f. 

Gillam, James, 19 
Girlcn, Mr , 62 f. 

Glover, Elizabeth, 144 
Glover, Giles; see Glover, Elizabeth 
Gould, John; see Gould, Margery 
Gould, Margery, 144 
Gould, N. H , 37 f. 

Gratz, Barnard: active in western trade, 
130 f ; papers of, 130, 218 
Gratz, Michael, 127, active in western 
trade, 130 f.; papers of, 130, 218 
Gratz, Rebecca, 130 
Gravesend, 172 

Great Britain, 18, 61, 124, Jews unwel- 
come in, 33 f ; takes over Delaware, 
119, troops in America supplied by 
David Franks, 127; see also England; 
Bntish Isles 

Gustavus Adolphus, 115 

Halle, 186 
Hamburg, 38 
Hampton, Rev., 101 

Handicrafts, Jews in; in Amsterdam, 
85 f., 89; in New Netherland, 89, 97; 
in New York, 106 f. 

Hanson, ship captain, 176, 179, 185, 186 

Harper's New Monthly, 50 

Hart, Abraham, 59 

Hart, Myer, 129 

Hartford, Jews in, 24, 25 ff. 

Harvard College, 59 f ; and Judah Moni^ 
21 ff ; founding of, 12; Hebrew at, 12 L 
Hays, Moses M., 58 
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Haxxamim in Charleston, 163, in New- 
port, 49, in New York, 103, 105, 107, 
108, in Savannah, 192 
Head tax: in Germany, 146, in Maryland, 
146 

Heathcote, Mr., Georgia trustee, 173 
Heathens: in Carolina, 152, m Penn- 
sylvania, 125, 129 

Hebrew, 192, account of Jews in Georgia, 
176 f; at Harvard, 12 f., 21, 22, 
grammar of Judah Moms, 21, 22, on 
King’s College seal, 108; in synagogue 
school, 108, proposed for College of 
Rhode Island, 65 
Hebron, Palestine, 49 
Hennques, Jacob Cohen* refused right 
to bake, 89, seeks burgher right, 95, 
seeks fur trading right, 91; seeks right 
to buy property, 92 
Hindus, 149 

History of Rhode Island^ 55 £ 

Hodgson, torture of, 73 
Holland; see Netherlands 
Hooker, Thomas, 24 
Hopkins, Governor, 56 
Horekill, 118 

Hudson River, 85, 119, 131 
Huger, Isaac, 165 ^ 

Huguenots, 100; in South Carolina, 
154 ff, 166 
Huhner, Leon, 221 
Hungary, 188 

Hunter, Robert, Governor, 131 
Hutchinson, Ann, 14, 16 
Hyde, Edward, Governor, 153 

Iberville, 130 
Ilian, Jan de, in Curasao, 75 
Illinois country, 130 
Immigrants, 1 f , see also Aliens 
Independent Troop of Horse, Phila- 
delphia, 127 

Independents; see Congregationalists 
India, 163 

Indians, 146, 169; in Carolina, 152; in 
Connecticut, 25, in Florida, 154, 158; 
in Georgia, 185; in Jamaica, 10; in 
Maryland, 135, 140, 145, in Massa- 
chusetts, 13; in New Netherland, 85, 
86, in Pennsylvania, 122, 129, 148, in 
South Carolina, 154, 166; on Delaware 
under Dutch, 115, 117 
Indigo, 61, 75, 163 f. 

Inquisition, in Portugal, 76, 135, 177 
Ipswich (Mass ), 16 
Ireland, 61, 124, 146 


Isaiah, , Jewish trader, 118 

Islam, 19, 149 
Isles of the Blessed, 47 
Israel, David, 77 
Israel, Isaac, 116 f , 118 
Israel, Michael, 148 

Italy, 21, 195, Quaker missionancs in, 141 
Itineraries of Ezra Stiles, 54 

Jacquet, Jeak Paul, 117, 118 
Jacob Jew, in Hartford, 26 ff. 

Jacobites, 168 

Jails, English, 168, 173 

Jamaica, 52, Jews in, 8 if. 

Jamaica (L. I ), Quakers in, 73 
James, Duke of York, see James II 
James II (of England), 40, 96, instruc- 
tions to Governor Dongan, 99, 100 
James City County (Va ), 148 
Jefferson, Thomas, 203, and religious 
freedom in Virginia, 149 
Jerusalem, 141 

Jesuits, 137; in Maryland, 139, 147, in 
Virginia, 139 

Jesus of Nazareth, 33, 73, 78, 90, 99, 102, 
112, 121, 122, 123, 136, 137, blasphemy 
against, 136 f ; Jacob Lumbrozo ques- 
tioned on, 141 £ 

Jrtp of Malta^ 5 

Jewish (Congregations: in Boston, 18, in 
Charleston, 163, in Connecticut, 29, 30, 
in New Haven, 29, in Philadelphia, 126, 
see also Synagogues 
Jews’ Oath, 6, in New Netherland, 90 
Johnson, Daniel, attorney of John and 
Margery C^uld, 144 
Jones, Rufus, 140 

Kalm, Peter, on Jews of New York, 
106, 113 f. 

Kashruth, 89, 191 
King James Bible, 12 
King Solomon’s Lodge, No 1, 164 
King’s College, 60, Jewish graduate, 108; 

other Jewish ties, 108 £ 

Kingston Qamaica), 9 

Laicothe-Cadillac, M , 102 
La Motthe, Jacques de, 76 f 
Lancaster, Pennsylvania: center of west- 
ern trade, 129 f ; frontier community, 
128; Jewish inhabitants, 129 
Langendorf, Upper Silesia, 130 
Latin, 189 
Laurens, Henry, 165 
Lawton, 54 
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Lebanon County, Pennsylvania, 129 
Leescr, Isaac, 176 
Leghorn, 21 
Letbzolly 146 
Leicester (Mass ), 58 
Levy, Asser. given butchering permit, 
89 f., intercedes for Jacob Lucena, 27 f ; 
opposes Jews* tax, 87 f.; seeks burgher 
right, 94 

Levy, Benjamin, 131 
Levy, Hezekiah, 149 
Levy, John, 148 
Levy, Joseph, 164 f. 

Levy, Moses, 128 
Levy, Moses, 132 
Levy, Nathan, 125 f., 127 
Levy, Sampson, 147 
Levy, Samson, 127 
Lewes Creek, Delaware, 118 
Lincoln, Abraham, 203 
Lincoln (England), 5 
Lincoln’s Inn, 120 

Lindo, Moses: concerned with dyes and 
indigo, 61, 163 f, English origin, 61, 
62 f, 211, interest in College of Rhode 
Island, 61 if, 164, sends queen topaz, 
164 

Lisbon, 23, 134; Inquisition in , 135, 177; 

Samuel Nunez’s escape, 177 
Lloyd, Henry, 56 f 

Ivocke, John: friend of Ixird Ashley, 151; 
writes The Fundamental Constitutions 
for the Government of Carolina, 151 fF., 
220 

Locke, Richard, Rev., 128 f. 

Logan, James, 125 

London, 1, 124, 133, 159, 160, 190; Jews 
in, 6, 17, 62 f., 97, 108 f., 131, 163, 172, 
173, 174 f, 176, 198, poverty, 168; 
Oglethorpe returns, 181 
Ix>ng Island: activities of dissenters in, 
73; under Duke’s Laws, 98 
Longfellow, Henry Wadsworth, 38 
Lopez, Aaron* as Newport merchant, 
51 f , death of, 52, 58, early life, 23, 
Massachusetts naturalization proceed- 
ings, 23 f, 56 if., seeks naturalization 
in Rhode Island, 23, 53 fF., 59, 210 
Lopez, Mrs. Aaron, 57 
Lopez, Isaac, 20 f. 

Lopez, Moses, 51, 59, 210 
Lord’s Supper, 6 f , 10, 161 
‘‘Lost Tribes” of Israel, 13 
Louisville, 130 

Lucena, Abraham de, quarrel in his cellar, 
116 f.; seeks burgher right, 95, seeks 


fiir trading right, 91, seeks right to 
buy property, 92, tned for selling at 
retail, 88 f 
Lucena, Jacob, 26 fF. 

Lucena, James: naturalized in Newport, 
53, 54, jusQce of the peace in Georgia, 
199 

Lucena, Moses, 89 f. 

Lutherans: in New Netherland, 71 f, 80, 
83, 84, in New Sweden, 115; in Sweden, 
115, see also Salzburgers 
Lumbrozo, Jacob: as attorney and, 
defendant in court, 143 IF ; charged 
with blasphemy, 134, 139 fF ; character, 
28, 134 f.; death, 145; encounter with 
Josiah Coale, 141 f ; held in sheriff’s 
custody, 142f; physician, 134; Portu- 
guese origin, 134, prosecution dropped, 
143; varied enterprises, 134, 143 
Lumbrozo, Mrs. Jacob; see Wild, Eliza- 
beth 

Lumbrozo, John, 145 

Mackemie, Rev , 101 
Manhattan Isalnd, 69, 75 
Manning, James, 61, 68 
Manon, Francis, 165, 167 
Market Square (Savannah), 192 
Markham, William, Governor, 124 
Marks, Henry, 127 

Marks, Joseph: favors slave trade, 127; 

Philadelphia merchant, 126 f. 

Marks, Levy, 127 

Marlowe, Christopher, 5 

Marranos, 6, 23, 51, 173; in Brazil, 191; 

m Portugal, 135, 191 
Marsh, John, 26, 207 
Martin, John, 160 
Martyn, Benjamin, 174 f., 181 
Maryland, 122, Act Concerning Religion, 
135, 136 f ; anti-Catholic trend, 145 ff.; 
founding of, 133; Lumbrozo's activities, 
134, 143 ff ; Lumbrozo charged with 
blasphemy, 141 ff , Puritan rule, 138 f.; 
religious conditions, 133, 136 ff ; res- 
toration of Calvert, 139 
Maryland Assembly, 140, passes Act Con- 
cerning Religion, 136, passes laws 
against Catholics, 139, 146 f. 

Masonry* Fredericksburg lodge, 149; in 
South Carolina, 164, ritual employed, 37 
Massachusetts, 24, 30, 41, 58, 138; 
bigotry in, 14 f ; blasphemy, 138; 
imprint of Jewish tradition, 12 f.; 
Jewish inhabitants, 15 ff ; naturaliza- 
tion m, 23 f., 56 ff.; new charter through 
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upnsing, 18 f.; theocracy of, 12, Ilf, 
17 f., 24, see also Boston 
Mather, Cotton* and Judah Moms, 22, 
and witchcraft, 13 

Megapolensis, Rev. Joannes: counter^* 
attack on, 81; on Jews of New Amster- 
dam, 76, 77, 79 ff , on Rhode Island, 35 
Mendelssohn, Moses, 146 
Mendez, Mrs. Simon, 42 
Mendis, Jacob, 156 f. 

Mennonites: in New Netherland, 80; 

on Delaware under Dutch, 118 f. 
Mercantilism, 7 f. 

Merchant Taylors* School, 62 f., 163, 211 
Merchants, Jewish, 7 f , 105, in Amster- 
dam, 81, in Barbados, 8, 37, m Charles- 
ton, 163 f , 198, in Connecticut, 25, 26; 
in Curasao, 75; in Jamaica, 8, 9 f ; 
in London, 198; in Maryland, 135; in 
Massachusetts, 20, in Newport, 23, 
39 ff, 50 ff., 198, 210; in New York, 
21, 39, 75 f., 88, 90 f, 105 f , 198; in 
outlying Pennsylvania towns, 129 f, 
148, in Philadelphia, 126 ff., 148; in 
Savannah, 189, 198, in western trade, 
129 ff ; in West Indies, 8, on Delaware 
under Dutch, 91, 116 ff. 

Methodists, 188, 191 

Middle Colonies, 150; see also colonies by 
name 

Mikveh Israel Congr^ation, Philadel- 
phia, 126 

Military service, Jewish* in Holland, 
85 f , in New Netherland, 86 ff. 

Mill Street, New York, 104 

Millenanans, 119 

Miller, Rev. John, 102 f., 103 

Mims, Mr., 189 

Miranda, Isaac, 125 

Mississippi River, 130 

Mississippi Valley, 131; garrisons in, 130 

Mobile, 169 

Molasses trade, 37, 41, 50 
Monis, Judah: conversion, 21 f ; Harvard 
degree, 21; Itahan birth, 21; on Harvard 
faculty, 22 

Moore, James, Governor: attacked m 
London, 160, outcry over St. Augustine 
expedition, 158, 159 

Moravians, in Georgia, 192; in New 
York, 101, in Pennsylvania, 192 
More JudatcOy 5, in New Amsterdam, 90 f. 
Monson, Samuel, 13 
Moses, 12, 17, 129, 141, 142 
Moses, Abraham, 37 
Moultne, William, 165 


Murray, ^ counsel for Adolph 

Philipse, 112 
Myers, Myer, 107 

Narraoansett Bay, 32, 33, 34, 46 
Natchez, 130 

Naturalization Act of 1753, 6f, 157 f 
Naturalization in colonies, 10 f, 39, 52 f , 
57, 157, in Maryland, 147, in Massa- 
chusetts, 23 f., 56 ff ; in New York, 
51, 109 f., 210, in Rhode Island, 23, 
53 ff ; in South Carolina, 156 f., 161 f. 
Navigation Acts, 7 f , 39 ff. 

Negroes, 169, in Barbados, 9; in Georgia, 
193, 194, in Jamaica, 9 f , 50, in Mary- 
land, 146, in Massachusetts, 16; in 
New Netherland, 85, 95, in Pennsyl- 
vania, 127, in Rhode Island, 54, in 
South Carolina, 159, in United States, 
202, slave trade, 50, 127, 210 
Netherlands, 77, colonists from, in New 
Sweden, 115, Jews go to New Nether- 
land, 79, 213; Jews m, 74, 84, 86, 96; 
Mennonites in, 118, see also Amster- 
dam, Dutch 

New Amsterdam, 109, 116; attempt to 
drive Jews out, 77 ff ; early appearance, 
69, Jewish quarrel, 116 f, municipal 
court bids Jews go, 79, no synagogue 
in, 79, 84, 101; religious intolerance, 
70 f ; rumor of coming synagogue, 79; 
taxation, 87, 92, 214; see also New 
Netherland and New York 
New Castle, Del , 117 
New England, 16, 31, 35, 59, 150; Jewish 
population, 30 f ; Puritans in, 12, 120; 
Revolution of 1688 in, 18, see also 
under names of Neva England colonies 
New Hampshire, 16, early Jewish settlers, 
30, Jewish disabilities in, 30 
New Haven, founded, 24, Jews in, 28 f. 
New Jersey, 119, 122, set up as province, 
131; see also West Jersey 
Newman, Henry, 186 
New Netherland: Amsterdam Jews work 
for those in, 81; attempt to exclude 
Jews, 15, 96; care of Jewish poor, 77 f., 
83, 97; coming of Jews, 74, 75 ff , 78 f., 
96; compared to Georgia concerning 
Jews, 181 f ; fnction within govern- 
ment, 69 f ; fur trade, 90 f , 96, 116 f.; 
Jews allowed to stay, 83 f., 96, Jews 
as butchers, 89; Jews in retail trade, 
88 f., 196, Jews in trainbands, 86 f., 96; 
Jews* right to own property, 91 ff.; 96; 
respect for Sabbath, 214; repression of 
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Lutherans, 71 f.; rights of Enghsh dis- 
senters, 72 if.; rivalry over Connecticut 
Valley, 25, surrender to English, 96; 
union of church and state, 70 f., see also 
New Amsterdam, New York 
Newport, 20, 23, 28, 59, 68, 198; coming 
of Jews, 37 f , commerce of, 37, 51 fF, 
131; Ezra Stiles and Jews, 48 f; 
founded, 34, in Revolution, 58, Jewish 
cemetery, 20, 38; Jews in intercolonial 
trade, 38 ff , Jewish legend, 47 f ; Jewish 
population of, 3, 49 f , relations with 
Gentiles, 59, records of past, 48; syna- 
gogue, 47, 49, 50, 59, 209, see also Rhode 
Island 

Newport Historical Society, 48, 51 
New Sweden: Dutch campaign against, 
86 f ; Swedish control, 115 f ; see also 
Delaware 

New York (City). 9, 27, 51, 61, 198, 209, 
care of Jewish poor, 107 f ; disputed 
election in. 111 ff.; former New Amster- 
dam, 96, franchise in, 1 10, freemen of, 
21, 106, 157, Jewish commercial rights, 
105 f ; Jewish population of, 3, 103, 
Jewish status in transfer to Enghsh 
rule, 97 f ; Jews’ right to synagogue, 
101 ff , 206, 209; rights of haTxantm, 
107; terms of surrender to Enghsh, 
97 f ; William Dyer in, 40; see also 
New Amsterdam 

New York (Province) 61, 120, Dutch 
inhabitants denizens, 97, 109, Jewish 
voting, 3f, 55, llOff, 210, Jews as 
witnesses. 111, 199, Jews naturalized, 
39, 110, state of religion, 97 ff , see also 
New Netherland, New York (City) 
New York Assembly: naturalization act 
of, 109 f ; voting for, 110 ff, 114 
New York Constitution, on religious 
freedom, 114 

NicoUs, General Richard, 96 
Nine Men, the, 70; quarrels with Stuyve- 
sant, 69 f. 

Ninety-Six, Francis Salvador in, 165 f. 
Noah, Mordecai, 177 
North Carolina, 177; few Jews, 153, 221; 
Jews emancipated, 153; separated from 
South Carolina, 153; see also Carolina 
Nova Scotia, 55 
Nunez, Daniel, 199 
Nunez, Moses, 199 

Nunez, Samuel, 199; appointed physiaan, 
188 f , inquiry concerning, 178 f , leaves 
Portugal, 177; saves sick in Savannah, 
177 f. 


Occident^ The^ 176 

Oglethorpe, (^neral James, 165, 185, 187; 
advances money to De Lyon, 193 f.; 
and Samuel Nunez, 177 ff.; gives Jews 
land, 176, 196, and trustees, 178 f., 
181; later years, 199 f., on population 
of Savannah, 184; opposed in Georgia, 
193 f , plans to send poor to America, 
168, poem in honor of, 188, receives 
Jews, 176; reports on Enghsh jails, 
168; return from Georgia, 175, 181; 
sails for Georgia, 172 
Ohio Valley, 131 
Okinawa, 203 
Onental languages, 65 
Ottolenghe, Joseph, 195 
Oxford, 151 
Oxford University, 23 

Pachecho, Moses, 38 
Palestine, 12, 49, 59 
Parnngton, Vernon, 32 
Party-Tyranny y 161 
Passajongh, 118 

Penn, William: founds Pennsylvania, 122; 
joins (fakers, 121; on Catholics, 121; 
on Jews, 121 f.; on religious toleration, 
121; propnetor of West Jersey, 120 f. 
Pennsylvania, 118, 127, 192, Delaware 
set off, 131; founded, 122, freemen, 
122 f.; Jews in hinterland, 128 ff, 148; 
218; Quaker idealism, 122; see also 
Easton, Lancaster, Philadelphia; 
Schaefferstown 

Pennsylvania Academy, Jewish students, 
128 

Pennsylvania Assembly, 123 
Percival, John Lord Viscount; see Eg- 
mont, Earl of 
Pereira, Abraham, 107 
Peters, Richard, 125 f. 

Peters, Rev. Samuel, 24 
Philadelphia, 130, 148, celebrates Fourth 
of July, 203; colonial metropolis, 124; 
early Jewish residents, 124 f, educa- 
tional institutions, 128, Jewish ceme- 
tery, 125 f, Jewish congregation, 126; 
Jewish leaders, 126 ff ; Jewish popula- 
tion of, 3, Jews in social life, 126; 
restneted franchise, 124; see also 
Pennsylvania 

Phihpse, Adolphe, 111 ff., 210 
Phihpse Manor, 111 

Phtlosophtco-Htstortco-Hydrgeography of 
South Carolina^ Georgia^ and East 
Flortdu^ 166 f. 
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Physidans, Jewish: in Georgia, 177 ff., 
188 f.; in Maryland, 134; set also 
Lumbrozo, Jacob 
Pickens, An^ew, 165 
Pilgrims, 18 
Pinto, Abram, 28 
Pinto, Jacob, 28 
Pinto, Solomon, 28 
Pinto, William, 28 
Pittsburgh, 130 

Planters, Jewish, 8, in Georgia, 185, 
187 fF ; in Jamaica, 10 
Plockhoy, Pieter, 118 
Plymouth Colony, toleration in, 18 f. 
Polish Jews, in London, 173 
Polotsk, 31 

Poor: care of Jewish, in London, 173; in 
New Amsterdam, 77 f, 82, 97, 107, 
in New York, 107 f. 

Population: of Jews in Charleston, 3, 163, 
of Jews m colonies, 3; of Jews in 
Newport, 3, 49 f ; of Jews in New York, 
3, 103; of Jews in Philadelphia, 3, of 
Jews in Savannah, 3, 184; of Jews in 
United States, 1 
Portsmouth (R I ), 34 
Portugal, 51, 156 f ; Jews of in Amster- 
dam, 81; Jews in, 76, 134, 187, 191, 
see also Lisbon 

Portuguese, 38, 76, 97 f., 177; Jews under 
Dutch, Si, see also Sephardim 
Potash manufacture, 51 
Presbyterians, 137, in Georgia, 192, in 
New Jersey, 60; m New Netherland, 
72; in New York, 101; in South Caro- 
lina, 166, in Virginia, 149 
Preston, Richard, Jr • deposition on Jacob 
Lumbrozo, 141 f , entertains Quakers, 
140 

Preston, Richard, Sr , 140 
Priests, Catholic: in England, 133; in 
Maryland, 146, 147, in Massachusetts, 
14 

Pnnceton University, 60 
Pnntz, Johan, 115 
Promised Land^ The^ 31 
Property, Jewish ownership of, in New 
Netherland, 91 ff , 196 
Protestants, 36, 150; foreign, 10, 23; in 
Europe, 171; in Georgia, 171, 174, in 
Maryland, 134, 135 f., 146; in New 
Hampshire, 30, in New York, 100, 
109 f ; in Pennsylvania, 123; in Rhode 
Island College, 60, 65; in South 
Carolina, 156, 165; see also under various 
sects 


Providence, 48, 65, 68; founded, 33, 34; 

site of College of Rhode Island, 63 
Public Record Office (London), 1 
Puntans: in England, 137 f., 138; in 
Maryland, 136, 137, 138 f., 140; in 
Massachusetts, 13 ff., 22, 138; in New 
England, 12 f., 120, in New Haven, 24; 
' in New Jersey, 120, in New Netherland, 
80; in ^uth Carolina, 155; in Virginia, 
136, 140; on Delaware under Dutch, 
119; see also Congregationalists 

Quakers, 123; in Connecticut, 29; in 
England, 121; in Italy, 141; in Mary- 
land, 140 f.; in Massachusetts, 14 f, 
17 f., 40; in New Netherland, 73 f., 80, 
in New York, 100, 101; in Pennsyl- 
vania, 122 ff., 129, in Rhode Island, 
34 f.; in South Carolina, 167; in West 
Jersey, 120, 122, 131 f ; on^ Delaware 
under Dutch, 119; William Penn as 
leader of, 120 ff. 

C^incy, Rev. Samuel, 179, 186, 189, 190 f. 

Recipe, Jews in, 76 
Reconstruction, 153 
Red Sea pirates, 19, 158 
Redwood Library, 59 
Restoration, 121, 151 
Retail trade, Jews in* in Amsterdam, 85; 
in New Netherland, 88 f , 93 f , 96, 105, 
106, in New York, 105 f 
Revolution of 1688, 18 
Rhode Island, 23, 36, 39, 40, 63, 105; 
arnval of Jews, 36 f ; disabilities of 
Catholics and Jews, 43 ff , 53, 58; 
founding of College of Rhode Island, 
59 ff ; freedom of worship, 35 f., 58; 
freemen in, 36, 43 ff , 53; Jewish right 
to trade, 41 ff ; naturalization in, 23, 
53 ff , welcome to unpopular sects, 34 f ; 
see also Newport, Providence 
Rhode Island Assembly, 58; adopts code, 
45; and Moses Lopez, 51; and naturali- 
zation, 53 f ; charters College of Rhode 
Island, 60; Jews* petition, 39, orders 
laws codified, 44 f 
Rhode Island Capitol, 48 
Rider, Sidney, 45 
Risteau, Mrs Susanna, 147 
Reveira, Jacob Rodriguez, 50 
Rochester (R. I ), 43 

Roman Catholics, 19, 23, 99, 202; ex- 
cluded from naturalization, 10; in 
England, 133, 169; in Florida, 154; in 
Georgia, 169, 171, 192 f., 195; in 
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Maryland, 133 f., 136, 138 f., 140, 
145 ff., 148; in Massachusetts, 14 f, 
18, in New Jersey, 131, in New Nether- 
land, 80, 83, in New York, 99, 100, 102, 
104, 110 f., 113, in Pennsylvania, 123, 
in Portugal, 135, in Rhode Island, 36, 
43 ff , 60, 65, in South Carolina, 156, 
163; in United States, 202, on Delaware 
under Dutch, 1 19, William Penn on, 121 
Roosevelt, Franklin D., 203 
Rosh Hashanah, 38 
Roth, Cecil, 6 
Roundheads, 136, 137 
Rum, 37, 60, banned for time in Georgia, 
193 

Rupp, I. Daniel, 129 
Rustdorp (L. I ), Quakers in, 73 

Sabbatarians: in New York, 100; in 
Philadelphia, 125 

Sabbath, respect for: at College of Rhode 
Island, 64, 66, m Georgia, 190; in New 
Nethcrland, 214 
Sachse, Julius, 218 
St. Andrew’s Society, 164 
St, Augustine, 154, 158, 169 
Satnf Catrma, ship, 76 f, 213 
Samt Charles^ ship, 76 f. 

St. George Parish, 199 
St. Mary’s, Maryland, court at, 141 ff , 145 
St Michael’s Church (Charleston), 166 
St. Philip’s Church (Charleston), 166 
Salem, 14; Quakers in, 17 f ; witchcraft 
delusion, 13 
Salley, Alexander, 160 
Salvador, Francis, 172; settles in Ninety- 
Six, 165; as patriot, 166. 

Salvador, Francis, Jr : asked to return 
commission, 174 f, I79ff; canvasser 
for Georgia, 172, 173; grandfather of 
South Carolina leader, 165, 172 
Salzburgers: and Jews, 179, 185 ff ; 
favored position in Georgia, 192, 193; 
migration to Georgia, 125, 171, 173; 
see also Bolzius, Rev John Martin 
Samuel, Wilfred S , 38 
Savannah, 163, 175; anti-Jewish memo- 
rial, 197, cemetery disputes, 195 ff , 226, 
Jewish cemetery enlarged, 198; Jewish 
population of, 3, 184, Jews amve, 176, 
178, Jews get land, 176, 179, 184 f , 196, 
225; orders to Oglethorpe concerning 
Jews, 178 f , 181, Union Society, 198 f , 
see also Georgia 

Schaefferstown, Pennsylvania, 129, 218 
School teachers in New Hampshire, 30 


Schwenckfelders, 125 
Scots, in Georgia, 192 
Seekers, 34 

Sepharclim, 15; m Amsterdam, 81; in 
Georgia, 177, 184, 185, 186, 187, 190 ff. 
225; in London, 172, 173, 176, in New 
York, 109, in South Carolina, 154, 156 f. 
Servants: Christian, 9, 10, imported into 
Maryland, 146, indentured, 123, of 
Jacob Lumbrozo, 144 f. 

Shaftesbury, Earl of, see Ashley, Lord 
Shakespeare, William, 5 
Sharpless, Isaac, 123 

Shearith Israel Congregation, New York, 
206, 209, care of poor, 107, founded, 
103 f, incorporation forbidden, 104 f ; 
Its school, 108, make-up of membership, 
109 

Sheftall, Benjamin: on Sephardim in 
Georgia, 176 f , on establishment of 
Savannah synagogue, 192 
Sheftall, Mordecai and Savannah ceme- 
tery, 198, worship m his home, 198 
Sherman, John, 54 
Shippen, Joseph, 126 
Simon, Joseph, 129 f. 

Simson, Sampson, 61 
Simson, Solomon, 61 
Slaves, see Negroes 
Smith, Rev. Hezekiah, 61, 63 
Smith, William, 112 f 
Soaety for the Promotion of Christian 
Knowledge, 186 

Society for the Propagation of the Gospel 
m Foreign Parts, 129 f 

Sollomon, , arrested for Sunday 

travel, 16 
Solomon, Isaac, 20 
Solomon, Moses, 164 
Solomons, Mr., 181 

South Carolina, 61, 164, 166; church 
establishment, 161, welcome for Jews, 
153 f, franchise, 154, 158 ff, 161, 162, 
165; Francis Salvador in, 165 f, 172; 
freedom of worship, 156, 166 f. 

Huguenot struggle, 154 ff , Jew elected 
m, 4, 154, naturalization, 156 f , 161 f ; 
receives settlers from Georgia, 194; 
separated from North Carolina, 153; 
see also Carolina, Charleston 
South Carolina Assembly* and St Augus- 
tine expedition, 158 f ; members join 
in petition, 159, naturalized subjects 
might not serve in, 162, on franchise, 
158 

South Carolina Provincial Congress, 166 
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South Carohna Regiment of Foot, 165 
South River; see Delaware River 
Spam, 47, 154, 156 f., 188 
Spaniards, 95, 150, 169, 192 
Spanish, 38, 51, 154, 191 
Spanish-Portuguese Jews; see Sephardim 
Spermaceti combine, 50 f. 

Staten Island, 98 
States-General of Netherlands, 70 
Statue of Liberty, 203 
Stephens, Colonel William, 188 
Stiles, Ezra: and Newport Jews, 48 f, 
59, on Aaron Lopez, 52, 54 f., 210, on 
New Haven Jews, 28 f.; Yale president, 
28,48 

Stone, William: governor of Maryland, 
136; removed from office, 138 
Stratford (Connecticut), 28 
Stuart, house of, 161 

Stuyvesant, Peter, 96, 108, 114, and Jews 
in fur trade, 91 ff, 116; attempts to 
rid colony of Jews, 77 ff ; contact with 
Jews in Curasao, 74 f, counterattack 
on, 81, forced to allow Jews to remain, 
82 ff.; hostile opinion of Jews, 75, 78, 
83, 95, misrule of New Netherland, 69, 
on Jewish burgher nght, 94 f ; refuses 
synagogue, 84 f ; religious policy, 70 f ; 
tries to block Jewish purchase of 
property, 91 f , 93 

Suasso, Alvaro Lopez, canvasser for 
Georgia, 172, 173, 174 f, 179 ff.; 
solicitor of Kitty Villareal, 172 
Suasso, Baron Antonio Lopez, 172 
Sugar trade, 41, 50 

Sunday observance: in Georgia, 190, in 
Massachusetts, 16, in New Netherland, 
88; see also church attendance 
Swansea, Mass , 23, 57 
Sweden: no Jews in, 113, 115, on Dela- 
ware, 115 f. 

Svnagogues, 108; in Charleston, 163; in 
Newport, 47, 49, 50, 59, 209, in New 
York, 101 ff., 103 ff, 107 ff., 113, 163, 
206, 209; in Philadelphia, 126, 218; in 
Savannah, 189, 190, 192, 198; none at 
New Amsterdam, 79, 84, 97, 101; sup- 
posedly at Schaefferstown, Pa., 129 

Talmud, 13 

Taunton (Mass ), 182; court at, 24, 57 f. 
Taxation: in Carolina, 151 f.; in England, 
5, 6; in Europe, 87; in Jamaica, 10; 
in Maryland, 146 f.; in Massachusetts, 
16 f.; in New Netherland, 86, 87 f., 92, 
96, 214; in Saxony, 146 


Testimony, Jewish, in Barbados, 9; in 
England, 6 
Thames River, 177 

Theocracy: in Connecticut, 24, in Mas- 
sachusetts, 12 ff, 17 f, 24; in New 
England, 32 

Thurston, Thomas, Quaker missionary, 
140 f. 

Tomochichi, 185 
Touro, Isaac, 49 
Towers, Thomas, 173 f , 181 
Trade, colonial, 7 f., Jews in, 8, 38 f., 41 f., 
50 

Trade, foreign, 6, 7 f., 8, Jews in, 8 
Trichtfeldcrs, 125 
Tnnity Church, New York, 104 
True and Historical Narratne of the Colony 
of Georgia, A, 193 f. 

Tuckerman, H T., 50 
Turks, 19, 33, 36 
Tuscany, 188 

Union Society, legend of founding, 198 f. 
United States bigotry, 202, first Jewish 
governor, 200, ideals of liberty, 201 f., 
203, Jewish population of, 1 
United States Constitution, 203 
Universities, British, 13, 59, 62 
University of Pennsylvania; see College 
of Philadelphia 
Upper Silesia, 129 f. 

Vander Wilde, Simon Valentvn: and 
Governor Moore, 160, naturalized in 
South Carolina, 156 f 
Van Horne, Cornelius, 111 ff, 210 
Van Tienhoven, Cornells* against Jews 
in fur trade, 91; prosecutes Abraham de 
Lucena, 88, reports for Jews’ expulsion, 
79 

Venice, 37, Jews from, 288 
Vernon, James, 173 f , 177 
Verse, Aaron, 42 
Villareal, Kitty, 172 

Vu^nia, 134, 150; blasphemy, 138, church 
establishment, 149; Jesuits, 139; Jews, 
148 f.; Puritans persecuted, 136, reh- 
gious freedom, 149 
Visitation to the Jews, A, 121 f. 

Von Reck, Commissary Philipp, 125 

Walpole, Robert, 170 
Wanton, Governor, 59 
Ward, Chief Justice, 56 
Warren (R. I ), 61 
Warwick (R. I.), 34 
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Washington, George, 149, 201, 203 
WeU-Wishers, 125 

Wesley, John, 188, on Jews of Georgia, 
191 

Wesley, Samuel, 188 

West Indies, Jews m, 8, 10, 50, 82, 163; 

see also Barbados, Curasao, Jamaica 
West Jersey, becomes part of New Jersey, 
131; concessions and agreements, 
120 f ; see also New Jersey 
Whaling, 50 f. 

Wheeling, 130 

Wholesale trade, Jews in in New Nether- 
land, 89, 105 f ; in New York, 105 f. 
Wild, Elizabeth, 144 f 
Wilham III (of England), 157 
Williams, Roger, 34, 35, 45, 65, 152, and 
Jews, 36 f ; belief in religious freedom, 
35, 36, effort to restore Jews to England, 
33 f.; flight from Salem, 14, 32 f ; 


foreign to age, 32; on Catholic nghts, 
44, writings, 33, 34, 35 
Wilhamsburg, Virginia, 148 
Winslow, Edward, 18 f. 

Winthrop, John, 18 f. 

Witchcraft, 13 

Witnesses, Jews as* in Barbados, 9, in 
Boston, 20, m New York, 111 ff 

Yale College, 59 f ; acquires portrait 
of Rabbi Carrigal, 49, Ezra Stiles 
president of, 28, 48, 52; Jewish grad- 
uates of, 28 
Yamasees, 154 
Yiddish, 109, 186, 218 
Yonkers, 111 

Zohary 49 

Zubly, Rev John, 196 ff., 226 
Zwierlein, Frederick, 72 












